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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tur NEW RULES, to which we referred some time ago, regulating 
the question whether the stamps by which court fees are collected 
shall be adhesive or impressed, and specifying the documents to 
which they are to be affixed, are now in draft. 





We xetieve it has been settled, after consideration by the 
officers of the court, that, under the new order as to fees of court, 
the fee of ten shillings specified in item 56 as to be affixed to a 
petition, applies only to a petition set down for hearing and not to 
a petition of course. The result is that no stamp need be affixed 
fovany, petitions.of course, and that thé™stamp of five’ shillings 
formerly necessary upon these petitions will be affixed to all orders 


of course, with the exception of an order of course for the taxation 
of a solicitor’s bill; on which the stamp-will be ten shillings. 





Ir HAS BEEN ANNOUNCED this week in the House of Commons that 
the list of dormant funds which should have been published in 
March, and has been delayed by the changes which have recently 
taken place in the office of the Paymaster, will be issued in four 
weeks’ time, and will be in a form which will give more useful 
information than any of the lists formerly issued. On behalf of 
those who have the duty of searching this list, we may express a 
hope that thiépromised improvement will be realized. 





Among THE NUMEROUS alterations which, on the opening of the 
Royal Courts of Justice, were suggested as desirable, was the re- 
moval, in some of the courts, of the seat for solicitors. In many 
of the courts this seat is placed close in front of the Queen’s 
Counsels’ seats, and here no difficulty arises; but this is not the 
case in every court. Taking the Lord Chancellor’s Court, now 
occupied by Mr. Justice Pearson, as an example, we find the 
solicitors placed with a table between them and the Queen’s 
Counsel, so that no private communication can take place, the 
interval between counsel and client being a distance of about five 
feet. This forms a grievance which the learned judge has pro- 
mised to have remedied ; but up to the present time his requisi- 
tions on the Board of Works have wholly failed of effect. The 
simplicity of the alteration required, and the ease with which it 
might be accomplished, remove all possibility of any reasonable 
excuse for its not having been made. 





Lorp Cotzrmes, in his summing up in the Telegraph Companies’ 
case, is reported to have told the jury that ‘‘ the question whether 
a person has a property in a message or letter transmitted along an 
electric line is new. . If it were necessary to decide the 
case on this point, as one of copyright or literary p in the 
message, I should decide it against the plaintiffs and hold that they 
had no ground of action.” It is difficult to see any distinction in 


principle between the case of a letter and a telegram. Besides the | ( 


property in the paper on which a letter is written, which belongs 
to the recipient, there is also clearly, in the case of a letter actually 
tinsneniibeed, a right of property in its contents, and this right 
remains in the writer ; the recipient having only the privilege of 
reading them for his own benefit. If the writer of a letter, instead 
of reading it, retains the letter and employs someone else to write 
and send an exact copy of it to the person to whom it is 
addressed, it cannot be doubted that the original writer would have 
a like property in the contents of the letter. When, therefore, a 
man writes a message on a telegraph form, and employs a telegraph 
aarp ns | to transmit an exact copy, and to write out such copy 
and send it to the person to whom the message is addressed, how 





is it that the original writer of the message has no p 

in England, but'in ‘Kiernan v- Manhatian Quotation: Telegraph 
in Eng ut, in v. ‘an i 

Company (50 How. Pr. (N.Y.) 194, stated fully in Drone on 
Copyright, p. 122), the Supreme Court of New York granted an 
injunction to prevent a telegraph company from copying and 
supplying to their customers news te transmitted .by the 
Associated Press through the Atlantic Cable to the plaintiff, on 
the ground that the copying was an invasion of the. plaintiff's 
common law right of property in the telegram. ; 


in its 





Tue sad news of Mr. Bensammn’s death comes little more than 
a year since his retirement from practice, warned by his medical 
advisers that an affection of the heart from which he suffered 
rendered protracted exertion unsafe. His career will probably-be 
cited hereafter as among the most remarkable in our time. His 
thirty years’ practice in the courts of the United States ; his 
position as Attorney-General, Minister of War, and Chief 
of State for the Confederate Government; and his hair 
escapes from capture after the end of the Civil War, when he 
sailed in an old open boat from Florida to the Bahamas, was ship- 
wrecked on going thence to Nassau, picked up by a British 
man-of-war, and afterwards sailed from St. Thomas’s in a. 
steamer which took fire and had to put back, would suffice to 
constitute a most romantic life; but his career as an advocate in 
this country is probably without example. Coming here, a man 
fifty-three years of age, or thereabouts, with little in the shape of 
property, except his law library—which, on the sale of his con- 
fiscated property, was bought in by public subscription and pre- 
sented to him—he commenced life afresh as an English barrister. 


We believe, in spite of statements which have ap fo the 
contrary, that his progress at first was somewhat slow. Some of 


the principal firms of solicitors in Liverpool, who were connected 
with lawyers in New Orleans, however, gaye him briefs, and 
he was engaged for the defendants in the great suits of 
United States of America v. We (15 W. R. 1026) and 
United States of America v. Me. Ibid. 1128). After he 
wrote his book on the Contract of e his practice rapidly 
increased. It was understood that he applied, without success, 
for a silk gown at the time of the large creation of Q.C.’s 
in 1872. Soon afte however, he argued the case of 
Potter vy. Rankin (L. R. 6 E. & I. 83) in the House of Lords, and 
it was said that aS eee ; a? Hepp po 80 
impressed with his abili e gave him a 0 ence. 
Tn the latter years of Wi eects he restricted himself entirely to 
appeal cases. His characteristic as an advocate was his uncommon 
combination of legal knowledge and accuracy with adroit and 
persuasive rhetoric. 





Tue case of In re Zappert & Co., before Mr. Justice Cave, which 
we report elsewhere, is of some interest as to the terms on which 
leave to disclaim vill be gi sectio! flor 
























impliedh: : he power of imposing 
granting leave to disclaim, it was, of course, 
that the court would not in e case put the trustee under terms 
of paying all the rent up to the of disclaimer to the landlord ; 
ieidl the vosein: tex his as ined by Lord Justice Corton in 
Ex parte Isherwood, In re Knight (31 W. R. 442, L. R. 22 Ch. 
D.,.at p. 394), as follows :—* It was contended that, when there is 
an application for leave to disclaim, the trustee o a, a 
be put under the terms of paying the whole of the rent 
iia laser whieh. ho. Cocker & So, She iat ok Se Sxnrstian oF Se 
disclaimer. at would irely co provisions. 
the Act. the At by trowing bck the elf 
2 
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to the date of the adjudication, relieves the trustee, as from the date of. 


the adjudication, from the consequences of the lease having vested in 
him. To say that in every case when a trustee applies fér leave 
to disclaim a lease, he shopld be ppt on the terms of paying the 
rent, as if the disclaimer tok f ct only from the date of its 
execution, would be to repe e Act.” Now it is to be observed 
that, under sub-section (2) of section 55 of the new Act, the dis- 
elaimer, as regards the ‘‘ liabilities of the bankrupt and his property, 
in respect of the property disclaimed,” is no longer “thrown back 
to the date of the adjudication” ; as to these the disclaimer takes 
effect o om the date of its execution. But, as regards the 
pefeon flobility of the trustee, the disclaimer is still thrown pack 
the date When the property yested in him. Assuming, as Mr. 
stice Cave evidently assumed in the recent case, that these pro- 
isions of the new Act do not affect the grounds of the former 
rule that special circumstances must be shown to induce the court 
to make payment of rent to the landlord a condition of leaye to 
disclaim, it yas to be expected that the learned judge would 
adopt the tests which haye been applied to ascertain what were the 
special circumstances under which the court should make payment 
to the landlord a condition of granting leave to disclaim. These 
tests were stated by Lord. Justice Corroy in Hx parte Isherwood 
(adopted in Hx parte Argal, L. B. 24° Ch. D. 26) as being 
t whether the ocen ation has either, in fact, produced a benefit to 
the bankrupt’s estate, or was contemplated as likely to preence a 
pnofit, and the circumstance that, in consequence of the disclaimer 
ting ‘back to the date of the adjudication, the owner of the 
estate is jp the interval between the adjudication and the execution 
of fhe disclaimer in this position, that he has been completely kept 
ouf of the use of his property by virtue of the operation of the 
lease, and cannot, aftef the disclaimer, bring any action against 
the person who, without his consent, has been in the occupation of 
the property.” ‘ In the case before Mr. Justice Cayz none of these 
circumstances existed. The trustee had never been in occupation 
of the property let to the bankrupt, and it is stated in the judgment 
that ‘‘the landlord might have taken possession whenever he 
yished "—+.e., we presume by consent of the trustee. The 
learned judge, therefore, gaye leave to disclaim without imposing 


any terms. ' 








Tx _ngrty to Lord Srantry of Alderley, who asked in the 
House of Lords on Tuesday whether the marriages sqlemnized by 
a man not in holy orders,’ who fraudulently obtained curacies in 
several dioceses and parishes during six years, were yalid, the Lord 
Chancellor said that, ‘‘ according to the best authority which he 
had been able to consult,’? marriages contracted in good faith and 
ig gporance of the incompetence of this person would be held 
good. His lordship added, however, that he had already intro- 
duced a Bill of a retrospective, as well as of a prospective, 
character, which he hoped “ would for ever set at rest all doubts 
with regard to marriages solemnized in places which, for some 
formal reason, were gupposed fo have insufficient guthority, and 
also marriages eclematzel by persons incompetent by law where 
the contracting parties had acted in good faith.” It appears from 
a subsequent statement of the Lord Chancellor that the remedy 

osed is to empower “‘ the proper Court of Judicature ” to make 
orders‘on petition in cases of marriages of the kind referred to. It 
seems clear, upon the analogy of Greaves v. Greaves (L. R. 2 
P. & M. 423), and similar cases, as well as upon the very words 
of the statute 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, s. 22, whereby the marriages of 
pergons wilfully acquiescing in the solemnjzation of such marriages 
by any mn not in holy gg are nnil and yoid fo all pur- 
poses © yer,” that the marriages of persons marrying in 
good faith are good; and in Blunt’s Chure oy af i 133" the 
point is plainly put that ‘it should be clearly understood that in 
all cases where there hag been some defect jn the formalities, the 
mafriage is not yoid poles the parties knew of the defect and 
acted Wilfally,” and jt is added that it was so under the old law. 
The Btatute Book, howeyer, is full of “Marriage Confirmation 
Acts” passed both before and after 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, givin 
validity to marriages supposed to be invalid, not for defect in the 
person solemnizing them (for of this we can find no instance), but 
for defect in the place of solemnization arising from want of 


registration, or licence, or the Jike. It is satisfactory to learn : 


dealt with by a general and comprehensive statute, prospective as 
well as retrospective. : 





£ pa — - . : 
Tue casg of Fyager v. Ehrensgerger, reported in this month’s 
Law Reports (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 310), is a very important 
one. The point decided by the Court of Appeal was, that where 
there is an agreement to refer a dispute to two arbitrators, one to 
be appointed by each party, but no agreement to make the submis. 
sion a rule of court, and one of the parties having failed to appoint 
an arbitrator, the other appoints a sole arbitrator under section 13 
of the Common Law Proéedure Act, 1854, the authority of such 
sole arbitrator may be revoked by either party before an award is 
made. Thus the Court of Appeal has now deliberately affirmed 
the judgment of the majority of the Court of Common Pleas in the 
long doubtful case of In re Rouse and Meier (19 W.R. 438, L. 4. 
6 C. P. 212), to the effect that a submission to arbitration 1s reyocable 
at any time before award, unless it is provided ip the abrniosion iteel 
that it may be made a rule of court. Moreover, Brerr, M.R., 
appears to lay down a sort of rule of limitation of time within 
which a decision, if nof overruled, ought to be followed. “ bf 
have,” observed the leapned fader, “the power of reviewing th: 
decision [In re Rouse and Meier}, but where there is a decision, as 
that is, on the course of procedure which hgs been made more than 
twelye years ago, and which, therefore, must necessarily have been 
frequently ‘acted on during that time, and no one has gone fo the 
Legislature to have it altered, this Court of Appeal, even if if 
differed from such decision, would not nov be disposed to overrule 
it”; adding, however, that he himself, and also the other members 
of the court, approved of Inre Rouse and Meier. It is material to 
point ont, however, that Wiixés, J., in giving judgment in Jn re 
Rouse aid Meier, expressed the opinion that the matter ‘f had 
escaped the attention of the framers” of the Common Law Proge- 
dure Act, 1844. Inasmuch as it has heen frequently stated of late 
that the law of arbitration is in the course of being codified, it is 
to be hoped that the recent decision will be carefully considered by 
the codifier. 





Mr. Wuirtey’s Bu (which is also backed by Lord Czavup 
Hamiroy and Mr. Save. §urre) to *‘ Regulate the Hours of 
Labour in Shops and Warehouses in Liverpool” is a rather 


hours of lahour in shops and warehguses in Liyerpool many of 
those employed therein are grievously injured in health, and it js 
unnece , for the convenience of the public, that the excessive 
length of such hours should be continnpd, the Bill provides that 
‘if shall not be lawful for” any shop '! to be open on Sundays for 
any period whatever,” nor to be open “on any of the first five days 
of the weak’! beyond eight p.m., or on Saturdays beyond two p.m. 
‘the said hours to be reckoned by the clock fixed in the cupola of 
the Town Hall at Liyerpool.’’? There are, however, savings for 
the sale of milk, tobacco, refreshments, and drugs. The penalty 
for infringing the Act is proposed to be a fine pot exceeding ten 
ounds for each offence, We cannot say that we haye Bt 
articular objection to the principle of the ill, but it is mate 
o point out that the Factory and Work shop Act, which would, 
robably, be cited as a precedent by the promoters of this Liverpool 
Bill is yery different in its operation, inasmuch as it regulates the 
hours of employment of women, ‘f young persons ’!—#.e,, persons 
between fourtech and eighteen years of age—and children only. 
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‘sP. J, M, ?? 8 © Times :——‘‘ Allow me to call the attention of 
the grithortties Bee dangerous condition of the staircase in the néw Law 
Courts for want of Tight. I was in’ the of the courts to-day bout 


-past twelve, and asked vay downto the central hall. 4 was 
dive. folie the corridns’ to. the end and ‘go ows he staixcase, 
would lead me into the central hall. t wag, 1 be Fe, ope Bas 

Jet burning on the staircase near koala ese as | got towards the 


ght utterly failed, and I groped along, téeling for the stepé with my 
cabelas . At last, oa’ seentngy to the left, I saw a welcome glimmer of 
daylight in the distance coming from the central hall, stepped forward in 


& | the dark, found I had no footing, made @ sprin I could, not 
having the slightest idea how many st there m ght be, and, luckily, 
landed clear of the steps, of which 1 tellers there wee three; with b ! 


peel, Fare tpn ‘an te shock—no joke to a heavy man getting on 
necessity of lighting the 





that ¢ point of such vital interest to the commpnity is about to be 
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at least gee where he is goin d avoid the Shance¢ # bas teed 


remarkable one. After reciting that ‘f by reason of the present 


{7 


ERE RSF 


ait- a 


gen BEERS 


ry 


SESS 


suk 


emer em PRP eOoOnd He 2 St SEMA SeSBSCE SE PRE SSE RP SSS 42 BPs AF 


404 








he 4, 1d: 


TRIAL BY J UDGE WITHOUT ‘JURY, 
Turre is now little doubt that the | al ¢ a new i will be 
to a very great extent to su in Civil cases. 
The pales of chaee in “which pat ies are “toate | Tare, their 
rights decide a judge withou! ury is a ry large, 
= it seems not = le that, ag tv goes ON, | ema become 
till larger. We have always been advocates of trial by a judge 
alone in a very large proportion of civil cases. Tf is, Ae think, 
probable that the general sense of the community’ will always be 
in favour of the trial of certain classes of actions—such ag actions 
of libel, false imprisonment, &.— jury, and it’ to us 
that flere are Tational grounds or “ihe Yecling ve are not 
concerned at present with the definition of these s of actions, 
but we think it will be found that they, for the most bert, directly 
involve questions of character rather than no rights. 

There is also a view to which we cannot accord the same measure 
of assent—viz., that of those who argue in fayour of trial by jury | tb 
as peculiarly adapted to mercantile cases involving questions of 
trade customs and business details. “The glorification of the 
“special jury of the City of London” used to be one of the 
commonplaces of common law judges under the old system of 
things. We are disposed to think that this argument is—if not 
altogether, at any rate, to a great extent—fallacious. The sugges- 
tion is that such a jury is likely to be specially familiar with the 
subject-matter. It seems to us that this suggestion ignores 
yarious weighty considerations. “We doubt whether it is true, at 
any rate, to the extent supposed, as applied to a majority of cases, 
and if and so far as it is true, it proves foo much. The special 
jury list includes, we believe, many persons who are not mercantile 
men or especially familiar with mercantile’ practice ; and, moreover, 
there is not, so far-as we can ‘sée, any m why ‘familiarity with 
th details of one branch of business pene involve familiarity with 

ose of another. There may be, po dou bt, a matters which 
are more or less common to all or many pane ; but 
why, for instance, should a ship’ Ay or an un gaa ye any 
special familiarity with the customs of the Stock Exchange 
Assuming that, in an uncertain proportion, probably a a 
of cases involving special matters, some person actually familiar 
with the R imbat class of matter ‘ ‘hick the action felatés | to 
is by acci aid included in the 'j jury for instance, ae 
is one tea broker on the in a case co herd tea 
the benefit secured is singin donbtfal can a Baths is a 
that he is, guogd the non-expert jurymen, to a great extent in the 
position of a witness who cannot be cro ed. The chances 
are that the rest of the jury will be so y Me anonend by his 
statements and supposed special knowledge, that hé has really ly an 
influence over the verdict Gute tines rtioned to his “ee + e 
and powers of eigaaent or, it be not “80, acay Erate hie re 


because there i in feding of md ice OF rivalry 
ag a specjalist e part of the other non-e 
then the AS adyantage ig lat. pee: ae a fel 
argument we are dealing with hardly seem ‘to see is tha 
obvious that, if the proposition be true that the judges of fost in 
matters of ‘a special or technical 34 or a ee of them, | an 
should be experts, some more gertain ‘mode aso = Pie 
tage, and ting the working of if, tI 
system should be’ adiptad. There oul dy 2 rd tae 
with regard to the procurin 
stat et qualification as é' TF the pe. al is j le 
anything, it is absurd to leave it to nena | ye there is any, 
and, if 80, what, proportion of 

Phen, again, if this are is correct, rit atl be a whether a | C6 
to mercantile matters 0 reaped rae g vier M 
surgeon has been guilty of ‘mala 
assert that anyone is a sufficient judge i a “de cite ie 
medical treatment, but only a mercantile man can properly deal 
with a question about a bill of lading or ment! I - 
desided byw miscantile {ue "we ay gre By Be 
decided by a mercantile jory we 3 Saas ie sake of 
geod deal | but heathen a iti Rea Si 
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truth, the ju stem was as originally based on the o opposite view, 
arising as i 7 Ph times when involving special technical 
knowledge were not so numerous, important, or complicated as at 
the present day. The idea ar tated it is that twelve average 
men on evidence cari come to at , oe y cons conclusion on ae 
mortal thing, and unless a develop some n 
and improved system, based to a greater or less extent on the view 
that experts ate to i a shat 
adie Th 


ca 
a va 
branch of wih a home ae un 
in a mercantile case, though not concerning his pee Nene branch, : 


than ee eg eo iB his” acquaintance Le ae 
t we do not see how es in 
et ity pate as sree the an eae are on ee 


T e question is whether a judge, on the whele, an taking the 
iat anes of the faerie of cases, ig as likely fi: a good 


judge of the facts as a jury. If so, all conside 
g with the’ i 
e oat 


venience and economy po oint to 
ments may be adiluced ‘c on both sides of th 
obvious iggestion '{ that ‘the’ wider a man 
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~% in the eure ef must hay 

much ~ere considerab: . things than 
common or even spec ao hé must havé 
brought an entollepteal * neta to the pune per to beat 
upon such ‘experience. “Still ia" are” 

paige from * Aen dange t of Sp res ooh eu 

the ju eee other su are np 

a perhaps t vin! Tg d be dong an 
the option of guito hing Eo on 4 jury if it ‘they poy thal 
tribunal. 

If, however, it should ultimatel rea prove—and the experien of 
the ‘county courts ae be in ee 3 ioe valle h 
maj ority, or @ ve ff 

aye vd ain Aibont 
cannot he donb da Et ecient Hid 
ing judi al eaten: ant t at some become peut 
In cases ‘teed by a judge without a jury hems is no appeal against 
the rulings of law or findings of fact to the divisional ime as 
there is if the case of misdirection or verdict against Creare in é 
jury case. ‘The aj Bee et ae ae of A 
must tend, as it throw more an “more 
the Deut ‘of Appeal in fra as can} by a spe Fibo a 
jpry become more 4§ POW cgn- 
siderably in ayrear. a , of course, ot exceptional 
causes, but if it be not an am much heavier in 
ay the diminution of jury cases, it oar As to’ us = 
it some a of the existing le : 
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REVIEWS. 


INSURABLE INTEREST. 


InsvuRABLE INTEREST AND VALUATIONS. By RicHARD LOWNDES. 
Stevens & Sons. 


This is a most interesting little book. Itis written with the object of 
throwing light on the much-vexed question of the amendment of the 
law of m t shipping, and the author is justified in expressing a 

that it may prove of use to those who intend to take part in the 
debate on Mr. berlain’s Bill. In the course of the negotiations 
which have been going on for the last few months with reference to 
this measure, all who have taken part in the controversy have been more 
or less interested parties. Mr. Lowndes’ position as an average 
adjuster enables him to be strictly impartial, whilst his forty years’ 
cnpensnne gives great weight to his opinions. The fact that the 
subject of insurance ts two aspects—that of the shipowner or 
merchant, and that of the statesman—is very clearly brought out. 
From the point of view of the shipowner or merchant an unre- 
stricted liberty to insure is desirable. From the point of view of the 
statesman the practice of insurance, if unrestricted, removes one of the 
chief for the security of life and property at sea, and 
takes away that motive for caution which is given by immediate self- 
interest. Mr. Lowndes traces the history of marine insurance from its 
remote origin to the time when it was developed and systematized by 
the merchants of Genoa, Florence, and Pisa during the “golden age 
of the Italian mercantile cities,” and thence onwards to fhe present 
day. No written record, however, remains of the rules or customs 
which ted the insurance transactions of the merchants of the 
Italian Republics. The earliest treatise we possess on the subject is 
the Guidon de la Mer, the author of which is unknown, published 
at Rouen between the years 1556 and 1584. Some of the rules there 
laid down bear a curious resemblance to some of the radical changes 
in the law of marine insurance which were originally ee tage by the 
Board of Trade, but which have since been considerably ified. 
For instance, one of the articles provides, ‘‘to avoid abuses, and the 
great igence which is found in merchant shippers when they are 
insured for the whole, all these are bound, following the order of 
other places or exchanges, to run the risk of ten per cent.—that is, the 
tenth of their cargo ;”’ whilst the Ordonnance de la Marine of Louis 
XIV. provides that, ‘‘if the assured are in the vessel, or if they are 
the proprietors of it, they shall not fail to run the risk of one-tenth, 
even though they have declared that they have insured the whole.” 
_— with reference to the insurance of freight, the Guidon de la 
‘* Insurances are made, not only on the merchandize, but also 
on the hulls of ships, their rigging and a , Victualling for certain 
but by no means on the freight.” It has been asserted that 
v policies are essentially inconsistent with the theory of insurance 
law, and that they are altogether of modern growth. The Merchant 
Shipping Bill, as it now stands, does away with valued policies alto- 
gether, though we believe that, as the result of the recent con- 
between the Board of Trade and the shipowners, clauses 
providing for valued policies, subject to the compulsory registration 
of ships’ values, will be inserted in the Bill. far from valued 
policies being a modern invention, the making of them is expressly 
authorized in the Guidon de la Mer, subject to the maxim that 
the assured must not be allowed to make his condition better than if 
is property had arrived in safety. is i i i 
scarcely have been present to the mind of Mr. Justice Willes when, in 
giving judgment in Barker v. Janson (L. R. 3.C. P. 300), he described 
tion in a valued policy as a mere “conventional amount.” 
Mr. Lowndes does not fail to point out how the English law of marine 
insurance practically owes its origin to Lord Mansfield’s judgments 
in a series of cases beginning with Pelly v. The Royal Assurance Com- 
pany in 1757, or how the tendency has been for first principles to be 
more and more contravened by a series of judicial decisions. Perha 
would be scarcely fair to Mr. Lowndes to refer in detail to what, 
his ssc raat the merits and Pom “% Mr. Chenietnan'® 
» however, though he disap; es alto er 
of Mr. Shamberlsin's proposals, and can cally give a gealifiod 
Jog = he fully recognizes the desirability of an amend- 
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BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 


OF ExcHance Act, 1882; wirh ExprLANAToRY NorTEs 
SIONS, AND ALSO AN APPENDIX. By AvieT AGABEG 
Wu11usM F. Barry, Barristers-at-Law. Wm. Clowes & 
Limited 
the first large work issued in England upon the subject of 
I of Exchange Act, 1882. Messrs. Agabeg and . con- 
ey Set Ee & Oe ene « an introduction is 
commence s y with the Act itself, and go through 
section by section, with notes explanatory of the various clauses, 


Parere 
feet 


H 


dix containing necessary portions of the 
e Indian Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881, 
with cross-references to Co: 


sections in the English Act, 
which, with a carefully-compiled index, completes the work. The 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, codifies large portions of the law 
relating to bills of exchange, but it leaves a good eal of ground 
uncovered. Py a, have ed have seen Messrs. ae a 
Barry wi is uncodified portion, arranging it with refer- 
ence eit relative importance to the law actually codified, and 
not merely dealing. with it haphazard in the notes to sections, 
We are inclined to think that the authors have rather overloaded 
their pages with references to old cases. When an Act, such as the 
Bills of pe Act, expressly adopts numerous decisions—e.g., 
section 27 (0.), note «.—it seems to be scarcely necessary to 
laboriously set out the rulings which have been adopted. They have, 
at most, but an historical value. What the practitioner requires is 
full cross-references, and that his attention should be pointedly 
drawn to changes in the law, and to possible difficulties arising 
from the process of transmuting case law into statutory clauses, 
On the whole, we may say that this is a book that will not lead 
those who consult it astray, but at the same time it will not give 
them quite as much assistance as they might perhaps expect. 


Then follows an ap’ 
Stamp Act, and also 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


COUNTY COURT FEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Now that the High Court fees have been so much increased 
and solicitors’ profit costs on trial under £50 so much reduced, a fair 
opening seems to arise for the increase of business, say, over £10, in 
the county courts ; and if the court fees charged did not exceed those 
of the High Court this would be very probably the effect ; but the per- 
sistency of the Treasury in retaining the exorbitant poundage still 
effectually prevents this, and, although much small business may be 
kept out of the High Court, it will not get to the county courts any 
more than in 1867, when, for the first time, costs were refused up to 
£20, and the effect in the superior courts was: at once to reduce the 
number of writs issued by a third; but, as the statistics for the first 
year of the change proved, very few such cases found their way to 
the county courts, as the average of debt sued for was slightly 
reduced, then being under 50s., and in 1882 only £3 0s. 1d. I have 
been many years urging a substantial reduction of poundage, say, to 
10s., the present fee for a writ, and the hearing before a judge to 
20s. I believe it is erally admitted that the present poundage, 
5 per cent. and a little over on plaints, 10 per cent. for hearing, and 
15 cent. on lodging execution and committal orders, is, in fact, 
prohibitory in many cases, but I su: , as the courts must be self- 
supporting, and by bringing into the accounts the large profits made 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the £400,000 or so spent was got 
back, the officials will not risk the alteration, nor, as it seems to me, 
take the trouble to examine how the present cay are obtained ; if 
they did this I am confident it int 4 be shown that the extra fees, 
between £10 and £20, received are small; but as no statistics are 
published, except under £20 and above, there is no simple mode of 
proof I can furnish. It occurs to me, however, to make one new 
suggestion—this is, to begin the court fee on plaint at 2s. instead of 
1s., mf up to 40s. of debt, and stop at £10. Now, as of the total 
issue of plaints, about a million, quite a third only pay a shilling 
each, a very substantial increase would result to the funds, and look- 
ing at the cost of service, 2s. is certainly little enough to charge on 
any summons—in fact, the smallness of the fee up to £2 is only an 
encouragement to the “‘ travelling drapers ” and small loan plaintiffs 


P® | who systematically use the court process as a mode of free collec- 


tion, and an extra — for their attendance as witnesses. The 
registrars might also fai oe aay aoe swearing affidavits. 
If fees were thus assimilated to those of the High Court, and some 
reasonable addition made in solicitors’ costs, the average of plaints 
ETHERFIELD. 


a ee G. Manitey W 
2, Gresham-buildings, May 6. 
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Mr. Fowler, M.P., will, it is said, at once begin the investigation which 
he has undertaken, Controller of the 
Stationery Office, with a view to omy in that department. 
Mr. Fowler to visit each of the public 
be asked in turn 


; 
Fees 
i 
[ 





3 the eflciensy of the publ service. 
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THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8. C., 1883, onp. 55, zn. 2, sun-sectron 2—Busmvges To ne Drsposep 
or 1x CuamBERs—AppLicaTions rok Payment out or Funp m Covrr.— 
In the course of the hearing of a case of May v. Dowse, before Pearson, J., 
on the 3rd inst., his lordship mentioned that he had recently decided in a 
case before him in chambers that sub-section 2 of rule 2 of order 55 of 
R. 8. C., 1883, which provides that “ ae 3 payment or transfer 


to any person of any cash or securities ing to 


or matter, where the cash does not exceed £1,000, or the securities do not 


exceed £1,000 nominal value,”’ is to be included in 
to be disposed of in chambers, applies to a case in 


im court does not exceed £1,000, and not to a case in which the share a 
m entitled to of the fund does not exceed £1,000.—CounszL 


May v. Dowse, Hamilton Humphreys ; Farwell, 
Weatherall ; Plaskitt, 





R. 8. C., 1888, onp. 16, xn. 48—Jomper or Tamrp Pany—Mazanine or 
“‘ Inpemniry.”’—In the case of Speller v. The Bristol Steam Navigation Com- 
pany, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 7th inst., the arose 


as to the pening of Png na AY oie 16, ah ne : was by 
acargo owner to recover damages for cau cargo by alleged 
Sreercethiness of the defendants’ ship. “The defendants had chartered 


the ship from her owner, and they sought to join him as third under 
ord. 16, r. 48, and under ord. 11, r. 1 (¢.), to serve him with notice in 
Scotland where he resided. The defendants contended that the had 
been chartered subject to a warranty that she was seaworthy, and that if 
she was unseaworthy they would be entitled to recover from the ship- 


owner the same damages as would be recovered 


them, and, therefore, they were entitled to paety ne the ship- 
owner within the meaning of ord. 16, r. 48. Grove, J., and Hu 


B., having refused to allow service out of the j 


urisdiction, 
appealed. The Court (Brerr, M.R., Bowsgn, and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed | cabs, 
eappeal, Brerr, M.R., said that the meaning of ord. 16, r. 48, is that 
the person must be entitled to indemnity by reason of a contract express 
or implied. In the case in question it was clear that there was no contract 
for indemnity. The mere accident that, if the plaintiff's case was true, 
the damages which the shipowner would have to pa: brag? er mere be 
aed § the 


the same as those recovered by the plaintiff 


was 
not sufficient to bring the case within the rule. The shipowner could not 
be served as a third party if he were in England, therefore it followed that 
he could not be served in Scotland.—Soxtrcrrors, Lowless ¢ Co. 


e credit of any cause 
the business which is 


by the plaintiff against 


the defendants 





PRACTICE APPEALS,* 
Court OF APPEAL. 


(Before Brett, M.R., BowEn, and Fry, L.JJ.) 
April 30,—Robinson v. Tucker. 
Interpleader issue—New trial—Ord. 39, r. 1—Ord. 40, rr. 3, 4, 5— 


Ord. 57, rr. 11, 13. 


When an interpleader issue has been tried by a judge with a jury, 
isdirecti 


@ motion for a new trial on the ground of 


verdict is against the weight of evidence, must be made, not to the 


Court of Appeal, but to the Divisional Court. 


Burstall v. Bryant (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 103) overruled. 


Ap from an order of Denman and Manisty, JJ., sitting as a 
aivieonal court, refusing an application by the defendant for a new trial, 
on the ground of misdirection, and that the verdict was against the weight 


, or that the 


May. 10, 1884, THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 495 _ 
fc directed. 


the issue, dispose of the whole matter of the interpleader 
including all costs not otherwise provided for hasan to 6 
ae must Se eee te, ae 1. 
In we disagree with decision in Burstall v. Bryant appeal 
from the final order of the interpleader proceedings can only 
be made with leave of court or j abl Me phe dee on 
St 6 how SO, ee Court of Appeal ; but under 
ord. 40, r. 5, if there a motion for a new trial, the appeal also must be 


: 


| 


for the appellant, Owles ¢ Collinson. 
Solicitors for the respondent, Walker, Betoard, & Whitfield. 
QUEEN’s Bencu Drvision. 
(Before Grove, J., and HupDLEsTon, B.) 
May 1.—Howell v. Dawson ; Dawson, Claimant. 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-section 8.—Ord. 57, r. 15. 










May 3.—Miers v. Gardner, 


If a judge is reasonably satisfied that the intends to 
for judgment, under order 14, with grounds for so - 
ing, there is “ cause,” within the of section 7 
County Courts 1867, why the action not be remitted to 
the county court under that section. 


Smith v. Hurley (supra, p. 427) discussed. 


of evidence, or that judgment should be entered for the defendant in an 
interpleader action, directed to try the question whether the plaintiffs action was plaintiff, resident in London, against 
cues culled, under a bill of sale, to furniture and other effects in | the t, who Oxford, for $s. 3d., the price of goods 


the house of an execution debtor at the time of the seizure by the sheriff 
in execution of a judgment obtained mo defendant. 

illiams, J., and a common jury, 
in December, 1883, when the jury found in favour of the tiffs upon 


The issue was tried before Watkin 
the question submitted to them. The 


adj 

further consideration, and, ultimately, vol the verdict and judgment 
upon the issue to be entered for the tiffs, and, 
ceeded, under ord. 57, r. 13, finally to dispose of the whole matter of the 
interpleader proceedings. The learned judge gave leave to the defendant 
to appeal from his decision, expressing a doubt as to whether such leave 


was 


Manisty, wing 
which they considered t 
could be made only to the Court of Appeal. 


Channell, and Forman, for the ap t.—Under ord. 39, r. 1, the 
motion for a new trial lay to the Di Court, and under ord. 40, r. 


5, the appeal also. 
Lumley Smith, and Austin, contra 


Barrr, M.R.—Where an interpleader summons is of at 
weet ga eae gn leave of the judge, or the 
, x. 11. Usually where the are con- 

considerable, 


Court of Ap under ord. 
tested, and the value of the subject-matter 1s 


The defendant moved the Divisional Court for a new trial, on fen queen 
of misdirection, and that the verdict was against the weight of ce, 
and also ci cerX against the judgment. But the court (Denman and 
ki .), follo' Burstall vy. Bryant (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 103), b 
emselyes bound, held that the motion and pt. 


the case for 
at their instance, - 


an issue is 





* Reported by Cmanuzs Cacuay, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


th setting out of the case, and with a view of 
that the defendant had no real defence, and that he Tihs platetith 
intended to apply for judgment under order 14. v. peng boy 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES.* 
gukkns bENtH DIVISION. 
tx Binxrvercy. 
{Befors Cave; 5) 
in April 83.-Ta re White & Co; Ba parte The Oficial Receiver, 
il eb ir Ce: Di — 
Hevettvitig 0 Tae ash hg inst debtor ih eo ry Divisist- 


Act, 1883; 8 
n this case th fh eoelver 
pie g ogains ela btor ia th 





ee 























iqyed to refrain from deal wih? e propery of fhe debtor 


ents and interest pope him a a pe cok exceed : his 











our by the debtor in August; 1880, and, detaalt o: ; fore- 


closure and the appointment _Teceiver. eat YL A 
receiving order been oe a against the Peay = vite 6th of March, 
1884, but he had not been adjudicated a bankrupt 


Chalmers, for the official vet.—This is aii ‘pplication under section 
102, sub-section.4, of tae, eppliat a Act, 1% Noaticé has been given 
to the a ey Sut: pligabion he hare. been e ex parte. 
te prt ay uch FF ether er ought to. be made 

itt Both Bde Petre making Sith 4n order. } 

Flag a ys in the. Chancety ion is bound up iri the 

ie seneoctnen for there j hi 4 counter-cliim} and it is ptoper that 
hould. et tran) f the ee ng at of a fhe a 1y,, the 


“ al he, fra nsfet ost, aS @ ma DFR nh Rist 
ty Re ae 
s aan mae Gawcns ee a seelee, 


ihnotd aa of the iit 9: cecouat ree 
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9. eet up any. The, pt We fi il 
be ea ii reife books, 
ave access to 
with him #. Feans), for lt i ty 
Hae sa Soe 
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i bi 


inconvenient, d it never 
ions ‘of this = Ag sf Me pci 
that there is any real defencé 


tine. 2 VRC EE. 
GW MBL 15 Ch 29, decides that, w ots the ead 
of sale is in possessio: the time when a rctition for ee ion is 
filed, the aed will not ifite ere rood ii}tinctloi a tom mere suggestion me 
: @. uy, y inipedch the di Ex: parte Sa 
OW B, 749, L. B.. "16 Gh. D. 09) sn ase «she ko 
ug, and is in my, favpur,, 


a ns ital te eo ef Fone Ae pry dhe 


atk ” i ond abt tte At 





transfer 






e » an 

Good, z. R. 2 
“Fronk Seo followed. 
y= (Cave, J:—I think the application is préniature: I 

earmot, restrain. Péateaiin in ¢ Of sectioti 9; subs: nt ae 2; alld ‘vertattily ie 
without An as oa cial receiver. , 
@ites wiemd piiwer,. except. in the case ; Which this 4 
not. Again, thete is fio oeaes of og aré not 
méntioned in tlie deed... [Oav®, J.— bi wi bs deb 

Cav; J.—Thik “oat ii tees As to mi pone 


not.to make the order . without sing tit inté the B eeentio of jus 


Gat casetiens peel ser a dificult. eines ih fat ite. 

} whic causé it fu = 

There is nothing in soctionis 9; 10,. or 102 hich gives te. authority to 
by .gtanting tlie réstrainiiig order lied for... Ryle 259 only 


pon the books themselves ; 
there, was dn assignmient of book debts. Rule 259 is really. ihi- 
méet claims upon thé booké by persone riot entitied to tlie book 


Motion dismissed, with costs. 
licitor for the official receiver; W. -A 
Solicitord fot thé mortgagee, Coombi, Fi oth, & Henke, 





April 22, 33.—ite Knight ; Hx parte Smith & Co. 
Os ivi Praeyoyy 4 fn ir receiver—A peal, 
eae Tee 662 ve o. by Smith & C 
reece ctor 6th. mid ' 
See ee my etka 
At sp peerin a er Ly editors. 8 proof 


f tlie of coltia teceiver, hep he 
. nce by J. E. Vixcunr, Esq., corte 





ich, to  Sbate 
Be na helen lent bee et | d 
ee mig tbe on io fo epee de soup thal We gh | 












was a an unliquidated sum, and the official receiver rejected the proof 
according 

— Q. C. ( Worf rg iim) for the appellants, Smith & Co., callea 
tors and.ex: em for the purpose of showing that the proof 


aco 





























ph my and he saindce 
ie at Le : ite 


é a (Ps, Of & creditor if the 
tee deen arpedace§ pol pe 2 path 7 in shes cas ais of & composition 
eme, dhe gl the ps amcor | of the debtor.”’ ere is nO com- 
emanate e only person who has a locus shana t is é the official receiver, 
who, by virtue of rule 27 of the same schedule, has all the "ae ofa 
trusted iti this matter until a trustes shall have been uppoitited. He cited 
Ee parts Middleton (10 Gi. T. N. 8: 517). [Cave; J.—But Why has the 
dabtot .béet éd with fiotice of tidtidn ?] Be ablaaain cautel, 
(Cavs; J.—But for no purpose bgt pl He inay epeak;. bit he must riot 
eb ekatiine, fave; J.—If the objection 18 good the debtor is entitled 
to ; £8. 
Ri T. Reid; &. ti=Thé disbtot will withdtaw on payinstit of his coats: 
PR on age Woy for thé offitiil teceivéer—The tiotivts. piveti by tlie officii 
éd for fitttier evidenicé; which has hot been brotight forw: 
i the appeal has been latinched: ¥ therefore det for ait adjoin. 


adjoutiied 
' Bolted Sitiith & Co.; Houghions § Bafta. 
‘ot the debtor, Hottams, Bon, § Coward, 
Solteltor for the bftelal fevétvér, W. Atariage, 


— 


April 32:—in re Zappert & 06.3 Hb parte The Trustee. 
“HuhiRFUptay —Didelatinek — fanibtoy Att, 1853; 5, 53. 


Ay. on behalf of the brah in. the hankrupicy of. Zappert & Cds 
sone for leave, to disclai gtanted to the es in 1882 of 
Camden, owe or twenty-one years ; atl agree- 
ae ate Which the paras eld certain rooms from, oné Hamill; at an 
annual rent of £200, and,a similar ment; by which the bankrupts 
had been tenants of certain premises belonging to one Humphreson, at 
an annual rent of £48. The question = been settled by private agree- 
ment as far as the first two,tenancies concerned, but the trustee 
asked for leave to disclaim the prenilics bald of Humphreyson. The 
trustee had en ip vr i “Breen se premises. 
Kisch, for the section 3, of the Bankruptcy 


Act, 1883, the te ase re oe ene empowered to impose 
terms according to ita rene I dim entitle 


td ask for the rent up to 
March last, because the trupteo ought to BY shown, his dptention of 
| ee at _ = 


ton v. Cooper 30 W. R. 866 
(L. R. yy. D. 484), atid Ez parte Tonal, Re Witton "(L. R. 24 
Ch: D: 26 
Cave, J:—L Bee no reason fof interferetive on my part. The laitdlord 
might have taken possession whenever he wished; and Has not been kept 
out of his property rie the, sige of the orediters, _ He cannot; therefore, 
be pot the rent f to. tbe loss of the remaining creditors, 





have ye ay Fght. 
Leave to 
as angle g ted, ith Fink 
Bollcttor for thndtord: Ato 4 iy 
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CASES GF THE WEEK. 


Liwict—Montdaée visrky ot Hiokasio Mi. ops vnv lich Thavorn — 
BALe to PAL Costs —Trvdre®. Acr, 1850; ke. 8 ous on Ack Reeviarion 
Act 1853; &: 116.—Th & case Of Tn 76 Bria, Before the Cotirt of Lunacy on 
tke are St: BB aleetiod raising thé costs of the 





on tose da to the fi thdde 6 






dee dy thé lunatic no property available for 
tna pi 2 gh et than 4 inorbgage of nechck Sauk Was vested in him. 
The m been created by pets mest Soups & power in a settle- 


There was, however, 


9 was no trustee of the settlem ge and no person 
ar of pety. ——— é. The Court (Bad- 


6 ‘ monte ‘Lad 4 Nay wnstie er there was power 
obiat, Goon fad Ebi se apt “— order, but, uiider 
section 116 6f the Luhacy peasy tor apt ered the lunatic’s 
interest in the land to be sold for thé payitient of th souks Of thie inquiry. 
=—Covustry, W. 0. Dare. Soxtorrons, stars 


Banxrvptoy Peritrion—Recerving Oxpsr —Perition sy Pantners— 
Liqumation Reso.urions PassEn BY OrEprToRs OF ONE PARTNER BETWEEN 
Presentation : AND Heaninc or Perrrion—Banxrvrroy Act, 1883, s. 4, 
suB-sEcTION 1 (¢.), s.,5.—Iii a case of Bx parte Owen, before the Court of 
on, the 2nd inst,.a question arose hs to the effect of the 


comm«nced 





f resolutions by the creditors of of two partrer: 
Gane Sankt upesy, widell hind bebe. Gaetiously 


aff 


[4° 


eee: 


eee see gers gertere SPE ESBSes TESTS 
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in the Haihe Of tie Arih against a ckéditér of the fiti#. E. and 
Bh btisitiess togetlier in partnership. ft November, 1883, 
ai Lfonght ii the fiame of the firm agdinst O., upon & bill of 
for £183 Which abi ay and of which théy ¥6ré the oy ’ 
Hi thé 20th of December the plaintiffs signed. fini iar for £192, 
» interest, aiid costs. On the 12th of nbet, E: had filed & 
iiditioh petition, and a receiver of his fees Oo a been ted: The 
adgmiéht debt not having been paid, the plaintiffs on thé 14th 6f January, 
884, served O. with & baiikruptcy notice in respect of it; ard the notice 
hot havitig beet Coniplied With, & bankruptcy petition in the naiite of 
thie firm Was presented, founded on the iidh-comiplianice with the notice 
asking for 4 receiving order i réspect of 0.’8 
fstate. The petition was sighed ‘EB. and F.; FE; & member of tlie 
frm.” It alleged that O. “‘is justly atid truly indebted to. us”’ in the sum 
of £192, lider aid by virtue of the judgment. Oh the 28th of February, 
thé creditots of B., at their first iteeting under the liquidation petition, 
solvéd Of & re ope by arrangement, and & ted the receiver 
: On the 98th of Match the sey! petition against O. came 
Gi to be heard; atid A receiving order Was made. On. the appeal it was 
Objectéd that, by virtte of the resolutions for a liquidation arrange- 
ag thé title of the trustee in the oo related back to the date of 
6 filiig of the liquidation petition, and consequently, by construction of 
law, thé partnétship between FB. and F. was then dissolved, and the debt 
due frdni O. was tio lohger due to them as joint tenants; but was vésted 
in the stlyent partner and the trustee of the other as tenants in 
vommioii. Thetefore; it was said, the barkru notice Was bad, and 
no act of bankruptcy had been committed, and the petition was also bad. 
At aiiy rate, d revving ofder ought not to have been made in the absence of 
tlié trustee. The Cotirt (BAccattar, Corron, ahd Lreprer, 6.33.) held 
tliat the trustee ought to have been joined in the petition. Baccartay, L.J. 
said that at the time when the order was tiadé the petition on which it 
was thade Was not properly constituted: The trusteé iti the liquidation 
Ought to have been before the court. Leave would be given to amend the 
pate by adding the trustee as 4 party, and, if this was not done Within 
reasoniiblé time, the receiving order would bé disch with costs. 
Corrov; L.J., thought that if the trustee was willing to be made a 
00-petitioner, the receiving order ought to bé madé on thé amended 
étition. In his opinion there was 4 good act of bankruptcy. The 
tidgment was obtained in favour of thé two » and it was 
valid judgment. The bankruptéy noticd was issued in the riames 0 
tlie two persons who had obtained the judgment, arid at that time th 
liquidation Beare was only pert. He. was of opinién tha 
it Was & vali tice. Tt was said that the liquidation resolutions é 
thé débtor’s property in the trusteé as from the 12th of December. Bu 
that Would not prevent the solvesit part from _ iri the 
—— assets. A solvent partiér, whose bm r becoth 
bankrupt, had a right to insist ov gettiig in the of the diséol 
ership, aiid he had even 4 right to tse for that pu the name b 
6 trustee in the bankruptcy on giving Him ait ind . Littoral, L0., 
kiid that it had been attempted to the doctrine of relation batk to 
an extent incotsistent with the gen rintiples of the court. The 
jidemens having been obtained, his lords khéw of no Way in which 
© defendant could have successfully ted. it. He vould not have 
obtaitied 4 stay of the proceedings under it, and still less vould it have been 
Set aside. Even after the appointment of # tfustes in the 


_ 


— 


H 


of 4 partner, hag ee gong a had a right to in the — ben 
iééets. A recdiver would not be cadens fin Bt the instance a 


the trustee. He totld give a pood discharge for debts dué to the 3 
This showed that the bankruptcy notice was a good one. tae iobdahly 
~ gy that a revaiving order onght not to have been made in the absence 

the trustéé.—Dounskx, Cooper Willis, Q.C.,;. and F. Cooper Witliss F. 
1. Procter, Bonrerron’s, J. Rerdérthy; Btewitt § Tyler: 





Baxkkurrer Prrirron—Rkckivisd Onvsr—Discrerron or Counr— 
“Surbrotent Oavse’? roi prswrssrne Pirrrron — Creprrok’s Dik 
APPioOvED BY Masontty or Oneprrots—Baxgrtrror Acr, 1883, 88. 4, 
Bt-SROTIoOn 1 (4), 5, 7; Sub-BkoTto® 8, 15, 16, 17, 16 — OrrremL 
Recerven—Oosts—Apprraranck oN AppRay.—In a case of Fx parte 
before the Court of Ap on the 2nd inst, a question a8 to. th 

ven to’ the court, by sub-section 3 of bection 7 
the Butikruptey Act, 1883, to dishiies 4 petition instead 
pant E scodivinns oxter: Section 5 gives the o wet to mike a fe: 

order oti a bankruptéy petition: But sub: 8 of Section T pro- 
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uivalent to a liquidation ery an the Act of 1869. 
Noting, to hs tordship's mind could be more ler and rine hah the 
connie for Hngasdation by ccvmageincas Ur pohiptitial thield tak : 
after the making of a receiving order. | And, having regard tothe careful 
pea ee sections ee 8; it would be er Se ae 

e ori e creditors could making of a 
receiving et tap mma ; Wak to hake @ dood. 


would open = oor to se of - pet ager It. would = 
contrary to the purview Beope allow anything o' 
this kind to cast the juriidiction in . . There were 


not making 4 réceiving order ; for iibtanee; if » 88 for paym 

of the debtor’s debts was given b: Re Sees peeereee, 

ing in which, if the debtor should be snecestfal, he would havé the means 

of paying his debts. Cortos, L.9.; said that the question which was raised 

as to thé mieaning df the words “ sufficient ciuse"’ wad & inost important 

one, arid he did not intend to limit the power giveth to 
There Were many vases under the 
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ereditor’s debt, or of the act of bankruptey, of of the service of the 
or is Bitésfied by the debtor that he is able to pay his debts, of for 
othet sufficient cause no order ought to be madé; the court may the 

tion.” Sebtioh 15 provides for the holding of the first méeting vf the 

tofs of this delitot; section 16 for the making of a4 of his 
affiirs by & debtor st whom a recéiving ordet has be 
Béction 17 for the holding of a publi¢ examina’ of the debtor; 
und sevtion 18 tables the creditors at their meeting to resolve 
o cabeitain 0 ptopemsl for & composition, of a proposal for a scheme of 
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defendant that, notwithstanding the decision of the House of Lords in 
Tapling v. Jones (11 H. L. ©. 290), the case of Hutchinson v. Copestake 
(8 C. B. N. 8S. 102, 9 Ib. 863), was an authority showing that the 
has lost his right to light by reason of the alteration in the 
windows. The Court (Baccatuay, Corron, and Lixptey, L.JJ.) were not 
satisfied that the plaintiff had abandoned his right, and they declined to 
i an interlocutory injunction which Bacon, V.C., granted. 
Bacoattar, L.J., said that the balance of his opinion at present was that 
there had been no abandonment. If the true construction of Hutchinson v. 
Copestake was that in no case could the right to ancient light be preserved 
if there was any alteration in the position of the windows, it was incon- 
sistent with Tapling v. Jones, and must be taken to have been overruled 


would try the action might be unwilling to enforce the undertaking. 
J., was satisfied that there had been no intentional abandon- 
ment by the plaintiff. In some cases the new windows included the whole 
area of the old ones; in others they included a material part; and in 
others scarcely any. It was said that the plaintiff had lost his right as to 
all, and Hutchinson v. Copestake was relied on as an authority for that. On 


Copestake, and that the plaintiff remained entitled to light as to all those 
parts of the new windows which occupied any part of the area of the old 
ones. His lordship was of opinion that Tapling v. Jones did not decide that. 
In that case the plaintiff at least one new window which was entirely 
coincident with the area of an old one, and all that Tapling v. Jones 
decided was that, when a plaintiff had anew window coincident with the 
pcsition of an old one, his right to light was not lost by reason of his having 
pened other new windows not in the position of old ones, That did 
not overrule Hutchinson v. Copestake, as the principle of it was laid down by 
Bramwell, B.—viz., that the plaintiff there no new window which could 
" be considered a continuation of an old one. His lordship could see no reason 
why an addition to the size of a window should alter the owner’s right to 
through it. But he understood Hutchinson v. Copestake to mean that, if 
the area of a now window did not include that of an old one, or not a sub- 
stantial part of it, it could not be said to be a continuation of an old one, 
merely because it included a very small portion of the area of an old one. 
His lordship thought that the plaintiff was entitled to protection in all cases 
in whic! ; 8 i in 
5 3 .J., thought that the-court ought to be 
cafefal WOE tO Febiscitate the doctrine of abandonment on reasoning which 
was condemned by the House of Lords in Tapling v. Jones.—Counset, Sir 
F. Herschell, 8.G., Marten, Q.O., and Beaumont ; Hemming, Q.C., Byrne, and 
Corbett. So.icrtons, Bircham § Co. ; FE. W. & R. Oliver. 
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Bayxrort — Apriication ror Orpzr or DiscHaRcGE—AssENT Of 
epirors— Norice or Megerinc — ApverTisement — Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, as,.14, 16, 21, 48, 73—Banxrurrcy Ruvizs, 1870, er. 1l, 89, 
95, 138, 142.—In a case of Ez parte Cohen, before the Court of 
on the 25th ult., a point of practice arose under the Bankruptcy 

Act of 1869, the decision of which, notwithstanding the repeal of that Act, 
may still apply in the many bankruptcies under that Act which have not 
et been wound up. A debtor, who had been adjudicated a bankrupt in 
1883, requested the trustee to summon a meeting of his creditors, 

in order that he might obtain their assent to his appl ing to the court for 
order ; i 0 the bankruptcy. The 
trustee summoned the meeting by sending to each creditor at his address, 
seven days before the mecting was to be held, a notice setting forth the 
time lace at which it was to be held, and the purpose for which it was 
pose (as provided by rule 95 of the Bankruptcy Rules of 1870 with 
regard to a meeting of creditors summoned by a trustee). The trustee also 
ve nine days’ notice of the meeting by advertisement in the London 
but he did not give notice in any local paper. The meeting was 

held on the 27th o ber, 1883, when the creditors passed a 
resolution “that the bankruptcy and the failure to pay ten 

in the pound have arisen from circumstances for which 

pt cannot justly be held responsible, and we desire 

an order of discharge should be granted to him, and assent 
application being made to the court for that purpose.” An appli- 
accordingly made tothe court, and was te Mr. Registrar 

the 19th of March, 1884, when he refused to grant it, on the 
meeting had not been properly summoned within the 

Act and Rules, because it had not (in accordance 
which provides for the summoning of the first 
itors under a bankruptcy by the registrar) been adver- 
previously in the Gazette and in a local pa It had 
ractice under the Act of 1869 to require the advertisements 
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e assent of creditors to an application by a 
bankrupt for an order o during the continuance of the bank- 
ruptey. It had been supposed that this was rendered necessary by section 
21 of the Act of 1869. Section 14 of the Act provides that, ‘When an 
order has been mado adjeiens & ddtne bankrupt, the property of the 
debtor shall become divisible amongst his couliee in proportion to 
the debts proved by them in the bankruptcy; and for the purpose of 
effecting such division the court shall, as soon as may be, summon 
&@ general of his creditors, and the creditors assembled at such 
meetiag shall Bee Oren en Meaiating tho eppelntmennat 
trustee. And by section 16, “The general meeting of creditors to be 








summoned as aforesaid by the court, and in this Act referred to as the 
first meeting of creditors, shall be held in the prescribed manner and 
subject to the prescribed regulations as to the querwm, adjournment of 
meeting, and all other matters relating to the conduct of the meetings or 
the ings thereat ; provided that (inter alia) the meeting shall be pre. 
sided over by the registrar.” By section 20, “The court may from time 
to time, during the continuance of a bankruptcy, summon general meetings 
of the creditors for the purpose of ascertaining their wishes, and may, if 
the court thinks fit, direct the registrar to preside at such meetings.” By 
section 21, ‘The provisions of this Act with respect to the first general 
meeting of creditors shall apply to any subsequent general meeting of 
creditors in a bankruptcy, with this exception ’’ (inter alia), “ that subsequent 
meetings of creditors may be summoned by the trustee, or by a member of 
the committee of inspection.”” Section 48 provides that, ‘‘ When a bank. 
ruptcy is closed, or at any time during its continuance, with the a:sent of 
the creditors, testified by a ial resolution, the bankrupt may apply to 
the court for an order of di ; but such discharge shall not be granted 
unless it is proved to the court that one of the following conditions has 
been fulfilled, that is to say ”’ (inter alia), ‘‘ that a special resolution of his 
creditors has been passed to the effect that his bankruptcy or the failure 
to pay ten shillings in the pound has, in their opinion, arisen from 
circumstances for which the bankrupt cannot justly be held responsible, 
and that they desire that an order of discharge should be granted to him.” 
Section 78 enables the Lord Chancellor, with the advice of the Chief Judge 
in Bankruptcy, to make general rules, and provides that “any rules s0 
made shall be deemed to be within the powers conferred by this Act, and 
shall be of the same force as if they were enacted in the body of this 
Act.” Rule 11 of 1870 provides that, ‘‘ Where the court orders a 
general meeting of creditors to be summoned under section 20 of the Act, 
it shall be summoned as the court directs, and in default of any direction 
the registrar shall transmit a sealed copy of the order to the trustee 
fourteen days at least before the time appointed for the meeting to take 
place, and the trustee shall, ten days before such meeting, send a copy of 
the order to each creditor at the address given in his proof, or, when he 
sball not have proved, the address given in the list of creditors by the 
bankrupt, or such other address as may be known to the trustee.” By 
rule 89, ‘‘ The first meeting of creditors shall be summoned immediately after 
making an order of adjudication, by the registrar appointing a day for the 
first meeting of creditors, and by giving ten days’ notice thereof in the 
London Gazette, and in one local paper.” By rule 95, ‘‘ Where a meeting 
of creditors is summoned by a trustee, it shall be summoned by the trustee 
transmitting to each creditor at the address given in his proof, or, when 
he shall not have proved, the address given in the list of creditors by the 
bankrupt, or such other address as may be known to the trustee, seven days 
before the meeting is to be held, a notice setting forth the time and place 
at which it is to be held, and the p for which it is summoned,” 
By rule 138, ‘‘A bankrupt intending to apply for an order of discharge 
shall file an application with the registrar, who shall thereupon fix the 
time and place at which the application will be heard. Notice of the time 
and place fixed for the hearing of the application for the order for discharge 
shall be gazetted, and also given to the trustee by the bankrupt twenty- 
one days before such 4 And by rule 142, “A bankrupt desirous of 
obtaining the assent of his creditors to his applying to the court for an 
order of discharge during the continuance of his bankruptcy, shall request 
the trustee to summon a meeting of his creditors, and thereupon the trustee, 
ag the deposit of a sufficient sum for costs, shall summon such meeting.” 
question was whether the practice which had hitherto generally (if not 
universally) prevailed in the Court of Bankruptcy, under the Act of 1869, 
was right—i.e., whether it was essential (having regard to sub-sections 21 
and 78) that a meeting of creditors summoned by the trustee in a bank- 
ruptcy should not only be summoned in the way prescribed by rule 
95, but should also be advertised as pee = e 89. The Court 
Baaca.iay, Corton, and Linpury, L.JJ.) held that the practice of the 
had been wrong, and that rule 95 prescribed 
everything that was essential to the summoning of a meeting 
yy the trustee, and, consequently, that the resolution by 
creditors in the present case was valid. Baccattay, L.J., said 
that he felt the strongest possible objection to interfering with the course of 
practice which had substantially prevailed in the Court of Bankruptcy 
during the whole timein which the Act of 1869 had been in force, and he would 
not have done so unless he had been convinced that that practice was wrong. 
The meetings of creditors under a tankruptcy might be ed under 
three classes—(1) the first meeting; (2) subsequent meetings summoned by 
the court ; (3) subsequent meetings summoned by the trustee. Now, rule 95 
expressly provided for the summoning of meetings by the trustee, and, as its 
provisions had been complied with in the present case, primd facie one 
would say that there was nothing objectionable in the proceedings. It could 
not be doubted that the provisions of section 16 were, by section 21, made 
applicable to every meeting subsequent to the first, whether it was sum- 
moned by the court or by the trustee, It was said that rule 89 was equally 
made applicable to meetings subsequent to the first, and that, by virtue 
of section 78, it must be regarded as if it had been inserted in the Act itself. 
No doubt that particular rule was, as regarded the _ first 
meeting, as binding as if it had been in the Act iteelf. 
But then the other rules as to the summoning of meetings must, in the 
same way, be regarded as if they had been inserted in the Act. Rule ll 
applied to the summoning of a meeting by the court, and, if rules 89 and 95 
were both inserted in the Act, the court must endeavour to give a reasonable 
construction to them taken together, and his lordship’s usion was that 
different provisions for the summ were intended to be made, varying 
with the nature of the meeting. In the case of the pg gee 
would be no list of creditors in existence, the creditors and their 
would not be known to the person who had to summon the meeting, and, 
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, it was vided that notice of the meeting should be within the of consumable stores.—Oounsen, Mi hten, Q.0., 
eage advertisem sem in the Gazette and a ate penn But, whee the Tice and Vaughan Hawkins ; Ince, Q.C., and Smart, Sennen, Week, Mis, 
of creditors had been prepared, and the names and. of the creditors | Whitham, ¢ Lambert ; Beacheroft ¢ Thompson. 
were known, rule 95 provided that, instead of a general notice not addressed ; 


to any individoal in icular, a notice should, as far as possible, be sent to 
each creditor at his sos It would be a — construe section 
91 as applying to subsequent meetings anything but provisions as to 
the frst meeting which were pn oe in the Act itself; and, 
even if the rules were to be regarded as inserted in the Act, it would be 
a straining of the language of section 21 to hold that rule 89 was made 
plicable to the case of a subsequent meeting summoned by the trustee. 
ny, L J., said that rule 95 in express terms applied to the summoning of a 
meeting by the trustee, and its provisions had been complied with. This 
would settle the matter, but for the question raised as to the effect of section 


21 with reference to rule 89. Now, section 78 said that the rules were to be “ of by 


thesame force as if they were enacted in tbe body of the Act,” but that was not 
the same thing for the purposes of construction as if the rules were 

inserted in the Act. No doubt, rule 89 was as binding as regarded the first 
meeting as if if was in the Act; but this was not the same thing as to say, 
that, for the purposes of construction, it was to be dealt with as if it had been 
inthe Act. But, in his lordship’s opinion, the result would be the same if the 
rules were to be treated as contained in the Act. Rule 95 made a special pro- 
vision for the summoning of meetings by the trustee, and his lordship thought 
that it prescribed everything that was necessary to be done when a 

was summoned by the trustee. The rule did not say that when a meeting was 
summoned by the trustee he was to do certain things, in which case it might 
well have been that he was also to do the things prescribed by rule 89 ; but it 
said that, ‘‘ when a meeting is summoned by a trustee, it be summoned 
by the trustee” doing the things mentioned in it—i.e., the meeting was to be 

summoned in that way. The rule laid down what was the necessary and sufficient 

mode of summoning the meeting. Luiey, L.J., was of the same opinion. 
Looking at section 48, and the rules 95, 138, and 142, which were y 
applicable, everything had been done which ought to have been done; there 
had been no mistake, error, or slip of any kind. His lordship agreed with 
Cotton, L.J., that section 78 did not import the rules into the Act for the 
purposes of construction, and, moreover, that, if the rules were imported, 
there would then be general rules sont to all meetings, and a special 
rule applicable to meetings summoned by the trustee. In such a case the 
special rule must be followed in preference to the general rule. That was in 
accordance with the general principles of construction of documents. His 
lordship could quite understand that the practice of advertising the meetings 
called by the trustee might be a very useful practice, but the question was 
whether the advertisement was a condition precedent to the validity of 
the resolution, and he could not see his way to the conclusion that it was. 
—CounseL, Winslow, Q.C., and H. Reed ; Cooper Willis, Q.C., and F. Cooper 
Willis ; Sidney Woolf, Soticrtors, W. Bagot Harte ; Boulton, Sons, ¢ Sande- 
man; R. Raphael, 


Wu1—Girr or Consumantes—Farmine Srocx.—In the case of Bertie 
v. The Earl of Abingdon, before Chitty, J., on the 2nd inst., the question 
arose as to the construction to be put upon the terms “consumable 
stores’? contained in the will of the late Earl of Abingdon. It 
ie that the testator, who died in February last, by his 

ill, made in 1876, in effect gave certain personal chattels, and 
any wines, liquors, and consumable stores of — description, 
at Wytham or elsewhere, to the present earl, and the residue 
of his personalty to his trustees and executors upon trusts for the benefit 
of his younger children and their issue. At the date of the will the 
testator’s farms were all in lease, but at the date of his death he was him- 
self fi several of his farms at Wytham. The question was whether 
the hay and oats stacked on these farms passed under the gift of consum- 
able stores. Similar questions arose as to hay and oats on the dairy farm, 
and a stack of hay Page on the dairy farm, but stacked on one of 
the other farms. e following cases were cited :—Cockayne v. Harrison 
(0 W. R. 504, L. R. 13 Eq. 432), Breton v. Mockett (26 W. R. 850, L. R. 9 

. D. 95), Cole v. Fitzgerald (1 Sim. & St. 189, S. C. appealed, 3 Russ. 
301), Phillips v. Beal (32 Beav. 25, 12 W. R. Ch. Dig. 116). In Breton v. 
Mockett, Malins, V.C., held that a bequest by a farmer of his ‘‘ 
estate (including all his farming implements and stock, live and dead) ’’ 
to his widow for life, with remainder over, operated as a gift to the widow 
of an absolute interest in the farming stock and implements, the learned 
Vice-Chancellor distinguishing the ease from @ con decision of 
Romilly, M.R., in Cockayne v. Harrison, on the ground the will in 
Cockayne v. Harrison contained a direction by the testator that his business 


should be carried on, whereas that in Breton v. Mockett contained no such | a 


direction. Ourrry, J., said that, putting aside any question of the gift of 
consumable stores being ejusdem generis with the class of articles, such as 
wine and liquors, comprised in the same gift, he was of that there 
was every reason for holding that the words ‘‘ consumable stores’? were 
used by the testator in close connection with his family residence. 


as absolute gifts, and an 

such formed part of a business or trade, the 

that, notwithstanding their consumable nature, they could be the subject 

of settlement, and made to to a tenant for life with remainder 

The testator, at the date of his death, was, for all 

on the trade or business of a farmer, and su 

hay and oats used in it as of his stock-in-trade, passed to the trustees 

oak eerie on pert of resid estate. san Slave as. 
respect to the dairy farm. t farm was kept general 

purposes of the mansion-house, and the hay and oats thereon could 

properly be considered as house 





Des1cn—CopyrighT—REaIsTRATION—Markine or Goops—5 & 6 Vicr. 
c. 100, s. 4—46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57, ss. 51, 113—Innocenr Ivrainesr— 
Sensei alee espe ob po vee mee 

-» @ question arose as some provisions 
Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, in relation to designs. By section 
4 of the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 100 it was provided that ‘‘no 


such article to which the same shall be applied, published 

him,” has on it ‘‘ the letters ‘Rd.,’ together with such number or 

date of the sagisteation of gach design sscustiing So ten uyieey of designs 
date of the ion 

in behalf.’? Section 51 of the 46 & 47 Vict. 0.5 vides that, 

“‘ Before delivery on sale of any articles to which noite tania 
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to do so the copyright in the design 

that he took all proper steps to ensure the marking of 

section 118, ‘‘ The enactments described in the 3rd schedule to 

are hereby repealed. But this repeal of enactments shall not (a.) 

the past operation of any of those enactments 
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—— a iige iene eppled the proprotor ot rot such design shall, it 
registe: ai 

such cuticle & Saclebel. ia aur af e classes 1 to in 
schedule hereto, cause each such article to be marked with the abbrevia- 


China . The 

the present case was brought to restrain the defendant from using the 
intiffs’ design, which was for a kind of china 

the ‘‘ owl’”’ . The regis’ 

the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 100, which 

nished the manufacturers who 


ond Gisacted them $a.ctesap Che Saatin Gee Saip.eae See 

them. By some inadv ce the manufacturers stamped upon some 

lamps which they delivered to the plaintiffs 

57 had come into operation, not the 

mark, which belonged to a design for a 

Ge paints bl Deke See 

also made for the plaintiffs, and the plaintiffs sold some of the lamps thus 

wrongly marked without having observed the mistake in the marking. 

Both the marks had the abbreviation ‘‘Rd.”’ in the centre. It was 

objected, on. behalf of the cpaane, Ent te patie 

their rights under section 4 of the Act 5 & 6 

section 51 of the new Act applied at all, the plaintiffs were not within the 
tection of the concluding clause of section 51.. It was contended that 
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Dourdit—Powite Or Witt—OCdXerkbbho¥ of Witt fkketrky By 
Domicrnzp Enouisuman 1x ForkiGN Fotii—Revocition or Pkosare— 
Junispiction or Cuancery Diviston—Jvuprcature Act, 1873, ss. 34, 36— 
al me Act, 1875, s.11.—In a case of Bradford v. Young, before 

on the 29th ult.; a question arose a8 to the jurisdiction of the 
Fiabe Dirt to: recall the probate of & atid thete were the 
quebtions whether a rebate i8 coticlusive 48 to the doniitil of the 
Kgs oo @ will tad b} a domiciled a itt the 
be construed. A rititivé of Scotland; who Was at the titile 
in En gland, in Decémber; 1826; gave rape Net a to D.; 4 writer 
to thé Neral ey wis was his legal adviser in Sbotlatid; ts mike a ffésh 
tion for him. He had alreddy ekecuted a testdinen- 
try dspton thé Scotch forhi. D. p a& draft in thé 
form to carry out tlie instructions, and sétit it te the testator: Hé m 
sonié Hotes. in the of the draft, sugpestitiy ois alterations; nid 
teturiidd the draft to D.; who alteted the draft in dovordatics. With the 
fiotes; 4nd returned it to the testator for his execution. Thé testator had; 
howéver; before the altered draft reached him, suddenly died; in Jahvuary, 
1827; and thus the new Scotch will was never executed. The 
the testator’ s matginal notes; arid some letters which hé had written to D, 
Were; however, in March, 1828, adinitted to probate by the Pri ve 
Court of Canterbury as his last will. The prior Scotéh dispositioh was 
om eétablished in the Scotch court, where it was decided that; bo far as 
rélited so lieritable property in Scotland, thé will ptovéd if ind 
— and had not frevoked it: The Ehplish ptoba 
fad fn g ‘instituted for By f of the int suleeat 
in whi ebttienve Was addticed as He domicil of thé testator, 
eee it did not eppenr that thé judge had given any fortiial decisioti ds 
oy grey ndet this will it was supposed that tlie téstator’s 
Guiightes ‘was tenant for life of the residue of his estate. She was advised 
that tldt was the effect of the gift, and the income of thé residdite was 
Foy to her by the trustees during het life. She died in Fe ; 1882, 
hfter lier death her exectitor set tip 4 claim that she was ent tled to 
thé résidut absolutely, either on the true cohstrustion of the will which 
hadi been Admitted to bate in England; or on the ground that thie 
ee adhe ig domiciled Bootlisiati; aiid that his will ouglit to be 
g to the law of Sedtland; under which construction, it 
was said; the daughter would take the residue absolutely. After her 
Gedth the trastees of the testutor’s will paid the residue into court under 
tie Trustes Relief Act, an TF vornc was presérited to obtain & decision 
ii thé Gonstruction of the ft. The datizhter’s exetutet then 
Sottitiieti¢ed ar action, by whith he he esi a declaration that the testater 
Was; at od Seniees of his de&th, a Adthiciled Scotchtian; dnd that his 
wil which ha ministered accdrding to the law. of Scotland; ard that tlie 
which hea beer admitted to probate it Englahd was ‘pill aiid void, 
inéiféctual to pass the estate. The plaintiff also asked that tlie 
Boe ttiight be recalled, and thit it might be declared that thé trustees 
ape in England Were trustees for the pé 
Hie residiié uccording to. thé law of Scotlitid; or, in the al 
one e Seciatdtion that that will Ought to be construed wecording to 
the: law of Scotland. Prakso'; J.; sai thst he wotild. tiot decide that 
niifiét Ho possible state of citcutnstatices would the Chahcery Division 
havé of vkercise power to grant or recall probaté of a will. But, follow- 
te dodeion of Jose BC in Pinney +. Hunt (26 W. BR. 69, Li. R. 
6 D 8); with Which lie entirely hie declitied to assume 
tease; He thought that the spirit of the 
-~ jurisdiction of the different divisions should, 

Bepatate, aiid that to Dlerid them yom 

ep Ballpen ye tte Freee 
-=t Amer pee hay the —_— . 

6 grant of was hot conclusive as the 
doimicil of the testator ; it was only cnantultes that the oy ee proved 
was a valid testamentary instrutient actording to tle f Bipland. 

his lordship thought, followed from thé decisioti o this House of 
in Whicker v. Hams 7 H. Gi. ©. 124), If the testator was a 
Gorliciied Englishman, his will was in the Scotch form, arid his lordshi 
of Sr then the —- of thé technical ternis tised in it mus 
to Scotch law; aiid then an equivaletit effect dist 
Ao ‘sin Rabie En ised This, he thought; was the restilt of the age | 
walt vf the House 0 Lords in Sindd v: Cooke (i R. 8 App. B77): 
Bor Bw a domiciléd Scotchinan; of course his will iitist 
to Scétch law: On thé S behaenoe his lofdship 
he canelinion that the téstatot wab 4 domi ed Scotch - 
he. directed & cash tod be stated, ui the 
fcan on eS 63; 8. 1; fot the opitiion 
he will. —Counsnr, ae | 
be - 5 Bnd Wigtsworth; Cookih, @:C., 
and Vi. M. Rendds Bvorith, O.0.; aid Fame Kaye; Bordwwett + Bwnt- 
§ Cevil Russi,  Bortcrtons; leh, Morlhebs, @ 00. ¢ apne 
Ba ie a fee 





: Pantrrion Action — Juvonent — Ixaiine as ro Iseumsranciie; 
i & basé of Fawthrop v. Stocks; before Pearson; J; on tie 
inbt:; the question afose whether, in thé judgment ‘om the 

of a action theré t to be ihwerted an ini 

affected the ¥ vf any part theteof. of 

ogee sy ony an ing <— be inserted 

a.; to the reytudst; db- 

sie tee itl, — Pooxenr 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES; 
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(Before the Orrtcran Recerven.} 
May 7. —In ¥ Singleton § Tattorihatl. 
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dd, Bolicktor; died ¥ery BBN at Maldon, 6 on the 25th 
shat 6.0 oh, Beventy ve. +, Wt A uate x 
or are irty-five 
Malc a tee s debby cote ns ‘Division oft 
boaty of x, oe a a, t. William © ; 
coroner, atid hé was puty- ba sy adorn Douity © Cow 
fe assistant aorta rat for the Oh istrict. “He had 
ii for some on He a ht as fons 
vet tp qu spn ce bee! é follo 
qu ed burti 
ifs ot tlie it 


MR; JOHN stoknt CLOWES. 


Mr. John Storey Clowes, solicitor; died at Yarmouth, on the 36th ult,, 
after a short illness. Mr. Clowes was the son of Mr. John Clowes, aolici- 
i, ¢ and was born in 1848. He was admitted a solicitor in 1874, and he 











after ards pies hi fathers ractice at, Yarmonpth. aa 
uy ay thing vé Years of 4 ei i ready achieved a good pro- 
€&S]0 ne on, at Yar fatl d fe idiyetead 
deplore be fo rae it thé town © un 
prvi fe Regent W: Rea st of captain in the nd 
Wrtolk e Ba ote leaves a. widow atid a 
young ey a y.. He was burieé 1st inst. The iiayor and 
many menibers of tlié cotparaubh: aid ‘ef thé Ocal riflé Corpi Were pre- 


Betit at thé futiefal. 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


pent i CHA Talis jpie Abe at bets fo & a eta Pui, Adarnis; & 


zapboil, his Hed 


pl Edie: Crem, Gacnzs; solicitor, of Peterborough, ho b Ap 
of the Peterborough County Court sg | 0. wap 
Registrar under the Judicatyye Acts. .Mr. Gav 
bi io Gontnet fe fot the Hundred, of. N Gross, ‘a ° ces were 
held by his father, the late ig, Gaches:; Mr: H: ©. G 


be was tted a solicitor in i 


J Balteat inte P #; Solicitot (of the fitii of Hatyy & Pat 
a ee Re yah tat ben appetite te Cotiinissivher to Sy usinamber 
1 Epa <b, 


cen sid ade of Gounty courts, 


ot Mi : ted 

oa erate 

P. hotiis N At 2 ka fob. the fH of Waitt fot, day, 

r : 8, Kk 

a radia ly hom ork oF St heh: its ns 

is. W. ray gpa, "is has been appointed Solicitor 

p vt Gana tip 5 tne in gucgession to.Mr. Capel 
Seana admitted in 1882. 


Mf. Jott piven néllinat, ao thé firli 62 Roberts & Thotiiiis), 
oe cncadives, Bas Presidétit bf B Awabess atest oli COtaAES- 


eli ith 1860; Ral fo te nt et nebert Gerke of te poles 


for Oarnarvonshire. 
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DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS; &e: 


Uaints Saints fo, ici (aid Toux Ausxixoni ait Oridao,, 15, 
Poet ie eit ue eet civ jane 


+ pal Hopawe 
tiiedges & Horne), 50, Bedfor 


ce in ae = al 
Frepenicx W: Horng; Solicitors 
row, London. Dec. 81, 1883. 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


4... HOUSE OF ,.LORDS.. 
May 1.—Bills Read a Second Time. ... 

Prrvate Birus.Abercorn and Newbridge Gas and Water ; Birkenhieda 
Gory oration ; Hull;.Barnsley, and West Junction Railway aid 
Dock; and Totres; Paignton; arid | Torquay Direct Railway. 

Bill Read a Third Tume., 
Parvate Brt.—Imperial Continental Gas Association. 
May 2.—Bills Read 4 Beton Time, 
ert Bat maympton and District Water; Léndon Traiways; 
cester Co 
Marriages Legalization (Wood- cares Congregational Chiirch}. 


Bills Read ek 
dea (Corton ater: Velitiibt Liotil Boiitd | 


ParvaTe Bris. sia Har 
ghee pit aoe ea Proviatohal OR, 


May 5.—Bills Read a Second Tiss. 


opr opeae nae Wii, Bh a Bhs, go 


Bill th Committee: 
. Mattidge’ Leipaisttici (Wood eréen Dalit Chiitth) (passed 


through Committee 
PRIVATE Bis: —toladt eked ‘ee ay Extensidh); Weston- 
ase 6i—Bille Rett a Third Time. 


super-Mare Grand Pi 
Parvare Bris.—North Cornwall fl Railway ; ; Swanage Water. 
HOUSE OF CC COMMONS, 
Bill #6 regulate the hours ppt my fo shops and warehouses in Liver- 


pool and its vicinity (Mr. Wuutriey). 
May 2.—Bili Re 


Lea Bridge; Léyton; atid Wralttincitow teat ran waye ye fxtchstdi. 


‘ Bill, MH Comiiittee. « 
Contagious Diseases (Animals) (pasted rye Coinmittee). 


PRIVATE iLL. =sigoneh cn ly es, 
Paivirs Bubb. gat? Ga 
igh tate Gd Set and Ryu, Sapo 


Parvire Bitts— 

King’s Lgnn D 
g’s Lynn 
Bitlis, Road a Second. Time. . 

ParvaTé Briis.— Pasha Outer Circle Railway ; Plymouth, Devon- 

port, and District Tramways; London Eastern Tramways. 
Bill in Committee. 
Representation of the People (clauses 1 and 2). 


Bin Read @ Third Time. 
Private Briu.—West oa re oa Beak i 


May 7.— 
Privare Briis.—Coven tty on Gad 
Bridge. 
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Archia 


i a Cromwell-road 


_—— ~| 


LEGAL NEWS. ) 
: hax) Petphe rere Ne 4% 








Seamer ae 


number of hew 
of 57,000, notie of bce pl ge Bones dy 
ig ht 


of loss. Similarly 
fe oe “cab 


ean wrineed “Gir Rt Torseas cothpared 


system 
regard li of weyanos to the Engle old ten 
in which nn oe stion r6, pented gt tah inh Soy i of 


eet ste isereet 


Act of 1882, by’ 
which 

General an 

as to he 

other mem 


subject were before 
to any definite course, in consequence of is ptencatt 


mre ee ee ee 
COURT PAPERS: 
ps 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
Rora br Recifraans if Atréxvikcs ON 


Date. 
Risky, May, 


i. eebeercese oneed 


pinersies abieee 


pale May sb istdovde 28 ator 


it the Govern 
ste Of ptiblid bitsi- 


coecessoce 


Hed . Ria 

peor 17 ‘Tonslale 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1884. 
Lut or Apprits rok hind. 


neg eee ae ts ail hb 
Baka "itty wit ot i 


AEA Pi ih, mk 5 waive ate 
DIVORCE), D THE COUNTY ce STANNARIBS 
sane Ss 
vor Sale @ f real po aha Sr oe est 
oe aha dat and @ wage ‘oe 

Bid + To qnniratanrt, ‘Couty Palins 
nea A Gouideh Epeteragng appt of adh TC eyryh hoe ot 
Mb sy fooer appl of James Towers frdtii cota ber sumed Teorth fee Mr me 


tae Tae Si & West Lascashice Big Co Md and Co's Ath appl ot Hetry 
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do's Act) appl il F Brow 
ae 


Agang oo ¥ Branker & Co appl of 
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Ia re A D Holmes’ Share o iResiduary Estate of Isaac Hilens Snes. ae 0&1 
Vict csp 96 appl of Liverp.ol Loan Co from V C Bacon Deo 18 

Ia re Chas Rollinson dexd Wakefiold and Barnsley Union Bink v Rollinson 
appl of pliff from Mr Justice Chitty Deo. 19 

Witham vy Brooks appl of deft Thos Brooks from part of judgt of VC Bacon 


Dec 20 
In re The | Coli & Co's Acts appl of John Barclay and anr from V C 


Bacon Dec? 

Macint:sh v Chalmers Chalmers v Macintosh cov! Din) Des = weeded 
Bacon on furconson (By original action and counter 

Ia re The Iceland Salphur & Copper Co Id and C.’s Acts peat) of Ss pee 
from V C Bacon Deo 24 

In re Denney, decd Dixon vy Denney sppl of def: from Mr Justice Pearson 


Deo 28 
tc me ep a appl of pltff from Mr Justice North Des 29 
ae ussell vy Shoolbrei app of defis from Mr Justice Kay 


In re The Florence Land and Pablic Works Co ld and Co’s Acta (Nicol’s case) 
app of Co and Official L‘qar from Mr Justice Chitty Dee 3l 


1884. 
oa v >> ed of Sewers for City of London app of defts from Mr Justice 
ay Jan4 
The Official Liquidator of the Blackburn and District Benefit Bailding Society v 
ee Brooks & Co app of defts from V C County Palatine of Lancaster 


In re The Swiss Unsweetened Milk Co and Co’s Acts app of A H Bacon from 
Mr Justice Chitty Jan7 

In re W Jones, decd. + a Sa app of B Jones from Mr Justice Fry Jan 16 

In re The Land and Pablic Works Co (Tufnel and Ponsonby’s case) 
app of Co and Official aa from Mr Justice Chitty Jan 17 

ingot B Deore Mecete Bacon San 3 Power Co, imd, and Co’s Acts, app of J B 


Gandy v Haddaway a plt from Mr Justica Pearson Jan 26 

Weller v Stone A EL ty Ty Denman for Jastice North Jan 29 

ethes ee app pp of det po Mr Justice Chittv Feb 4 

In re Elizabeth oy eae of John May, deod (ex pt Charles 
House oe Das aoe Act, sro app of petnr (C House) from Mr Jastica Pear- 
aon 

Ia re Branford, deod, Branford v Blake, Blake v Vincent, Branford v Branford 
app of Mary ‘B Branford from pt of jadgt of Mr Justice Ks Feb 6 

Goldschmidt v wore Bh app of _ from Me Justice Pearson Fob 6 

Patchett v Illingworth spp of doft Thomas rer from V C Bacon Feb 8 

ae Hilis, decd, Ward v Snowden app of deft from Mr Justive Pearson 


MoAndrew v The Indian Mammoth Gold Mines limd, and ors 
1 F Fitzmaurice und ors from pt of judgt of Mr Justice Chi nitty 
In reC V W Bedeon’s Trusts 


ty ime Hon 


rusts in favour of W J Bedson and Children, and 
10 & 11} Vict of A 8 G Bedson and anr from Mr Justice Pearson Feb 12 
ee of ~ aay between Emily Hill and Charles E Hill as 


as purchaser (V and P Act, 1874) appl of Emily 
Tt @ ous fren Mr Dertos Penen Feb 13 
J M Laxmore & her Husband v J H Chambers & ors (Phili mean xt Wile 
interven’ er eee ee eee Sane Be Foam angen 
Perriam appl of plts from Mt Justice 


of pits from Mr comes Ee Feb 15 
of R M Benson, late of B tobacconist 
Beggs i ets from refusal of V C Bacon in 


Bealling yPalliog ppl of deft Rich Strong tom Me Justios Pear ~s 
Snelling v p! Strong from Mr Justice Pearson 19 
¥ Thompeon sp tgs o> gg Mr Justice Kay Feb 2 

Tage Man, doo Mason v Cattley appl of deft KE 1s Crosse trom Mer Justice 


5 Mat, idl snd Co appl of pits from V C of County Palatine of 


Parnell 
In re R Jones’s Trade Mark and Trade Mark Registration Acts and opposition 
of Mesers H J Andrews and Co Se ee ee 


ub AG 


ist 


Feb 23 

In re Watson, decd Watson v Watson of plt from V C Bacon Feb 26 
ee cee appl of deft G from part of judgmen: of Mr Justice 
In re C F Do Rosaz, decd Rymer v De a app of J P Patman from Mr 


aii Deomn 


‘eb 29 
jul calicane Heamaser Seed Waters Tron and Coal Co Id and o's Acts app of Hoax. 


K Feb 29 
In re Viscount Exmouth, decd V Viscount Exmouth v Pellew app of defts Pellew 
ee ee Feb 
Guat Bis Sestile Pastas 


Mar 4 
v Quick app of Ropel Hoapiial for Inourshles ana 
Co ld and Co’s Acts app of Mayor, &o of 


j 
Me 


In re Garnett, decd er + ae app of Geo Garnett Orme and Wife 
from V C Bacon Mar 19 
acDragall» Cops pp of pt from one of Mr Justice Kay on fur oon and 


Walia y Watson app of plt from Mr Justice Denman for Mr Justice North 


20 
In re Gilbert, a v Hudleston app of deft Hadleston and aur from 
Mr Justice Kay March 2 
Belemore A Watson app of dott Peter Watson and aur from Mr Jastice Pearson 


March 22 
Nixon v Sheldon, Sheldon v Nixon app of pit from Mr Justice Pearson March 2% 
ao. cig, Soe deod, Clay v Clay app of Herbert 8 Clay and aur from Mr Jastiss 
i 
sifbbard v Black an of deft from Mr Justice Kay March 27 
Falkner v Colquhoun Pe of deft William Colquhoun from V C of County Pala. 
tine of Lancaster Maro 
la nn Gee Bmory’e Trusts eat H Emery’s Trusts and 10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of 
W 8 4H Kelke and anr from refusal of Mr Justice Kay March 28 
Ballard v Tomlinson app of plt from Mr Justice Pearson March 29 
Vint and Ux v , Vint and Ux v Hudspith and anr app of pits from 
jadgts of Baron P. from Me Justice Pearson in both actions Aoril 3 
In re tract for Sale of Real estate between R N Grenville and C F D Calliar!, 
Vendors, and G Sinnott, Parchaser, V & P Act, 1874 app of George Sinno:t 


and anr from Mr Justice Pearson April 3 
, v Sir J Kelk and ors app of plts from 


Tht London Financial Association, 
vec Boum _ soe 7 
a Bolton, _ v Bolton app of plt from V C of County Palatias of 
ancaster 
Ward v Sharp app of plt from Mr Justice North April 10 
Marshall v app of pits from V C Bacon April 10 
Hall v Smith agp of pit’ from Mr Justice Chi: April 10 


Martinson v Clowes, Norwich and nenng app of pit 
R.... aed a pee | from Mr Justice North for Me gary sO “April 16 

v the Oriental Steam Navigation Co app of defts from Mr 
atles Kay April 10 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division, 
In re Trusts of Wills of George ner ay deod, and ora (15 and 16 Vict o 55) 
and ot Gre San sees of Justice Pearson Feb 7 
In re Dominion of Canada Eeeanepe Co ld and Co’s Acts appl of E Beall from 
Mr Justice Pearson March 
Ade He warth, petar v J Welsh Howarth, rp James Walker, Intervener 
(Divorce) appl of Ada Howarth from refasal the President to reject iaterro- 
gatories March 8 


Newson v Pender appl of deft from V C Bacon March 10 
Waproemnaipn Saent Teas € Fane appl of plts from Mr Justice Pearson March 


my re Groat Berlin Steam Boat Co Id and Co’s Acts appl of J P Bowden from 
VC Bacon March 22 

Gration & Co v Watson & Co appl of defts from Mr Justice Chitty March 25 
In re Corsellis, decd Lawton v Ehaes appl of N C C Lawton by next friend 
from Mr Justice Kay March 27 

Rolls v Miller appl of defts Karl of Aberdeen and ors from Mc Justice Pearson 


27 
Grapes Sanhen sat Western Ry Co appl of plts from Mr Justice Pearson 


In re Mr Smith, decd Smith v Went Williams v Smith » eg v Sargent 
appl of pe ene deft J D Went from Mr Justice Kay March 3 

Quilter v Tod-H Dircses) abel of iilivateae hi Apel 6 

Femewy ¥ Ponsonby ( Elizabeth Jane Ponsonby from order of 
Mr Teatloe Batt az ts Interees of t Trust Fand April 8 

In re the West Devon Great Consols Mine and Co’s Acts 1862 app of the West 
ee the Vice Warden of the Stanvaries for inrpection 

In rethe West Devon Great Consols Mine and Co’s Acts, 1862 appl of the West 
pee, Os eee order of the Vice Warden adjourning potn to wiad up until 


Jackson v N ll of deft from VY C Bacon April 
Harvey v Lacey Lazpl pt del fom VO Bag | Ap April 16 





COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES, 





LIMITED CHANCERY. 
LzAD Muyine Company, Luurrep.—Petition for winding up, 
to before Bacon, a on Saturday, 


JRSE COMPANY “Luaren. —Petition for 
Apeil 2 99, directed to to be heard before Pearson, J., on May 
earce, O} Jewry, solicitors for the tg 
sock ov Uran, LIMITED < Petition for winding up. aptS 
to be heard J., on Saturday, ay 10. Mor ley 
mere tioners 
= Rm at May 12 





directed Gite, 
Shirreff, Gresham Mouse, Old Bs B st, ——— Y aN 16 
at 12, at his chambers, for the ‘tof om oficial’ 
WAreeneaae, Yat Menrtn gto | ANY, LIMITED.—Peti —y tor continuance 
up, presen’ i a5, dinsoted to be hod before earson, J., oD 
Stay 10. tioner 
[ Gazette, May 2. a 


(oes Bron ctr pate Bacon, V.C., dated 
Serine Bishopsgate 


ANY, LIMITED. stags for winding up, pre- 
heard before Kay, J., on Ma: Field and Oo, 
ie for Jeans and Co, solicitors for oe petitioner 
Bovine CatTrixE SPice .—Petition for winding up, presen’ 
Hay 2a Strand, to’he heard betor th yata Saturday, May a. 
Czyion Come, Lnarep.— for winding up, presented May 5, directed 
teitve Bacon, V V.C., on May 17. Denene aon Co, Billiter »q, solici- 


sented aienesnte f 





i 


from V C Bacon Mar 17 


, LIMITED.~By an order tnade by Chitty, J., dated 
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it ordered that 9 voluntary winding of be con- 
ied” Byr hand Chancery lane, agent for Slater ni Gs, pomrudenen 
for the itioners 


F presented A) m Sriyen Mig Gouray, nga — Poin oti iday, Mas May 16 
Up, Premid and Abbote, 5) wha hay tthe petitioner ff 
an order Kay, ii spell ie was 


that the Consols be wound up. 
ioner 
"nied ape Bee Sr, Lom. —By an onder mm Me, ye. 
0 
ed. _~iamealaghedbongendacelyteanes Kmntg 


ioe we for the » aimee 
4. wy 
fore eninons Sea Say it Beatle domes 


Helen’s pl, bie Brom tect the | ge 
yg oF Canapa, Luwrrep.—By an order made by Kay, J.. one 
fhe voantery Windia’ = = Sas company 
‘or 
G Company, Lumirep.—By an order made by 
G hay J, OMstod April 25 Sn 16 was arderoh thas tha compen be wound ep 





. Morten | 





on 
fo ee de ore 


Vale, Monmouthshire, Tailor. Tredegar. Pet April29. - 
oie Mee 3906 


ey ee per ee 


Ystradyfodwe, Confectioner. Pontypridd. Pet April 28. Ord 


om | Hyun, David Hrootky, nr Pontypridd, Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet April 30. 
Carrington, ‘NN 


ottingham, Yarn Agents. Nottingham. Pet 


Fortune, 
New; solicito for th 2%. Ord 30, Exam June 17 

and Oo, } gate rs oe a ¥ Pe peer ; )_ fm : 
i Thy, OFt , at 18, for the appointment ot an official under sec 103. Ord 26. en fincoln's inn elds 
CE Tee a eee Lanes hee oe ane weds, | 920 Sot eel hos ey eee Peg 
or Grocers’ Hall ct, solicitor for the petitioner “¢ cr a . HOR Avid am May 3 Manufacturer. Warwick. Pet April 30 
FILEY ee ~¥ 1 or before J aa Ord A: 16 at 12 wei és CM 

y are ; ‘une 

Spent gre ges gp Syd Rp be claims, to Hyman, Loaah aa bry, gh gre Pet a Ord April 
Theodore Brooke Jones, Leeds. Thursday, Jun @ 26, at 3, is appointed for hear- ding oat ft 
ing and adjudicating upon the dcbte end calms , oes 2) Jonna, Merthyr Tydfil. ot ee Ord 
BRENTFORD AND ap Isteworrz Tramways Company.—By an order made by Bacon, Kent, ee oe Bath. Pet April 21. 
V.C., dated April 26, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Beck, pg >" 22 at 12 

East India avenue, st, solicitor Son She the itioner Lowe, 


sees yp CORPORATION. re me ited Ma: 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J » on Thursday, May ts Prebficlds and 
Williams, Bank bidgs, solicitors for the petitioners 
(Gazette, May 6.] 
Counsr PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


IMITED IN CHANCER 
James SCHOFIELD AND SONs , Limiten. Petition for ‘winding w » presented May 
directed to to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at St George's Liver- 
pool, on Thursday, May 15 at 10.30. Addleshaw and Warburton, Teecarer, 
silicitors for the petitioner 
(Gazette, May 6.] 


IN CHANCERY. 
National, WEEKLY Lire AssURANCE CoMPaNnY.—Petition for up, pre- 
sented April 28, directed to be heard before Bristo V.C., at 8 George's 
Hall, Live on May 12 at 10.30. Sewell and Ed House, Old 
Broad st, agents for Marlow and Dixon, Manchester, eames | for the 21 
order dated 


a to it nat te ay. w Soom —By an ofder Rycroft 
sal e eae ip 


and Pickup. Manchester, solicitors for 
NaTIONAL VEEKLY AssURANCE COMPANY. en for Mord up, pre- 
Hal Li = ol ee May 18 2 t pe ae Whitebers 4 
vi on a 
ped for Weston and Co, Manchester, solicitors for the pe  ctttiomers 


STANNARIES OF DEVON. 
In CHANCERY. 
be Fen Laan, a2 AND as Spar Mintne Company, Liurrep.—Petition for 
up, presented to be heard before ns Vice-Warden, at 
Princo’, Haak rare Trane on Friday, May s8atal. Hodge and Co. at" 


solicito 
a it Fammene ag D1ssoivep. 
AND BuRIAL Society, New , Whitworth, near Rochdale, Lancaster. 
May 5 (Gaselte, May 6-] 





2, May 6.) 








Mey “ SALES OF EXSUING WEEK. i at 
13.—Messrs. DEBE: 4 Fanmite, & BRIDGEWATER, Mert, 
2p. =. " old nen Ray mney (see pen ey April ca a : 


vs —Messrs. rer Se eS 2 p.m., eee 
Leasehold Property (see advertisement, “April 19, page 6 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
— April 30, at 0 Gece near Wigan, the wife of Charles Appleton, 


APPLETON, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 
Gazason. April 90, at Rochford, Essex, the wife of Frederic Gregson, solicitor, 


MARRIAGES 
"Saris, eee ae oe eed 


hter 


DoyLz.— 1, at W: omas Hewitt, of Chancery- 
lane, solicitor, to Annie, daughter Of ow Oho bi im Thames Kev ouse, Alderley 


_ DEA 
oi May 4, at St. , Leonard's Oaks, Inguteston, Essex, John Charles 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
THE BANKRUPTOY ACT, 1883. 


Frmay, May 2, 1884. 
ugh. Se ei Newcastle-on-Tyne. Pet April30, Ord 





re at Gocrae’s w 


John William, Kingston upon Commercial Traveller. Kingston 
baat et ——— Ook Set esse May a9 at it at Court house, 
Moore, Josenh, Shefield, Greengrocer. Sheffield. Pet April 28. Ord April 2. 
Mate, San John ‘Thomas Gibson, Brentford, Chemis. Brentford. Pet April 24. 


Moses, cscph, Bradford, Stockbroker. Bradford. Pet April 23. Ord April 30. 
Naish, Joseph, East Harnham, W! 


Nuttall Sante Bary, mphne . Bolton. Pet April2s. Ord April 2s, 
April 28. Gt Ae ae Exam May 20 at 11 at 34) = 
Oxford, Charlies, Ipswich, Glover. Ipswich. Pet $8 24, Lincoln's On Ae 29, Exam 
Ritnords Louisa Louisa Ann, Chalpenhemy, Lodging House Keeper. Cheltenham. Pet 


sapeent, Zorinely Birmingham, Boller. Birmingham. Pet April 18 Ord 
i end. Jobn, Livespool, Fruit Broker, Liverpool. Pet April 29. Ord April 
30. hie gp 


Adem, Hagh, Jerrow, Solem, May 13 at 12. Official Receiver, County chmbrs, 
Pr mplaepenpetmen May 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 


io eat ee enry, Leods, Book Canvasser. May18at 11. Official Receiver, 
Bee Ponti Oocnenll: Hietel Kooper. 12at 12. Official Re- 
—, My ty em 


Brown, John Martin, Cottingham, Northamptonshire, Farmer. May 21 at 12. 


County Court bidgs, N 
Burrell, Robert, Londonderry nat cnestershiire; Licensed Victualler. May 14 at 


Cox, » N May 21 at 11. County Court 
pots Willis Licensed Victualler. May 10 at 1.90. 12, High st, 
Deas ake, 

Dizon, Wem # Ng Hotel Parco wt Bunderiand. May 12 at 1.90. Queen’s 
Ellicott, Charles, rant st, Sunderiat eweller. May iéat 3. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portu- 


a PA Booka “Forest Hil, Kent, out of business. May 12at2 Official Re- 


Gfnddon, J 
en oe Victoria st 8. ‘Alcester, Warwickshire, Needle Manufacturer. May 13 at 12. 


1 cat nae ya, Gre May 14 at 2. Official Receiver; Merthyr 
a | ee ae go “hea 
rr orm rr —< at 11. 


0. Senet, Gentieman. bi Wik meee 


ase Veh incon fm fields the India Office. 
cite 


cir, May at 11 

eee 28 and 29, St 
Wiltshire, Brewer. May 12 af 11.90. Offie 
12 at 11. sil, I ecko, Bee 
Netdiiains ibe May 21 at 12. 
22 at 11.90. Official Receiver, 126, High 
May 16 at 11. Official Receiver, White- 








Oxfordshire, Farmer, May 22 at 11, 
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Turner, Joseph Brooke, Kent, Commission Ag en: 12a 12. + 
Ter naeree 109, Victoria 6, 8.W. Ager 3 Wa at 12. Of 
rg is eee hag ad rot : et 
su un e London 
. Gazette of the =e A tea plished | 
estate Occ Otley, Yorkshire, Buil d 6 av Ea0. My. John Gledstone, 
Thefollowing Amended Notice is eae eerie or ‘the at Published i in the London 
—, Dan, Stonehouse, Glows Gloucestershire Agent. May ¢ 6 at 4.15, 
ADJUDIOATI 
- + Zohe, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Boot Dealer. Sheffield. Pet t April 29. Ord 
Barry, John Henry, Leeds, Accountant. Leeds. Pet April 25. ot 28 
Cashmore, William Whitehouse, moment Staffor hire, Iron Mf ant. 
Birmingham. Pet April 8, ‘Ord A 
Chi uutman. | oenpe a aera as Lower "Thames st, Wine Merchants. 
cape Herbert, ‘Semen Wire Worker. Gloucester. Pet April 2 28. Ord 
gels Oat ae Rasbden, Northamptonshire, Publican. Northampton. Pet 
. r 
= ‘ames Gitaries, Walworth, Licensed | Fictualler or. High Court. Pet Feb 


pril 29 
Hee, William Henry, Gresham st, Agent. High Court. Pet fra Ord 





His, Thomas, Eaizton rd, Guo. ig h Cones. ve ar 13. ont 

-_ Samuel, Merthyr Tydfil, Grok F Bef Ara Re Ord 
one. Archibald Robert, B ham, A 

Pen il 8 Ord Apail 25 irmingham, bon he Clerk. Rirming ham. 


Moore, Joesph Bh Tall, aac’ Mmciead bet t rat rat A 
ned e Tie! Treen, er. e 28. 
Mortis, J hn ‘Thomas Gibsen, Bren tford, “Chemist. ‘B 2 Bren fen ara. “Boe Rye. | Righ 
Reinet, ed, Chatenetord terrace, Willesden Green, Grocer. High Court. Pet 
neha Lai a Amn. Chelte: L hi K 
3 tee | Be mham, Lodging-house Keeper. Cheltenham. Pet 
= edward "Ord hel ae Lynn, Norfolk, Boot Banntneraer: 
A, Oy Aa Kingston, Surrey. Pet 
be RL h, Wolverhampton, Beerhouse Keeper. Wolverhampton. Pet April 
gh Court. Pet Feb 23 
TUESDAY, — hee 1884, 
mh Pet April 22. Ord 
Atkinson, Edward Fenton, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Leeds. Pet May 1. 5 
May 1. Exam 
Brans, Peter Jolin, and William Hardill, High st, ee Tobacco 
a Pet April 29, Ord ‘May’. une “14 at’ if :y -, 


Nathan, Soest Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet April 1 16. 
Rose, ose, Thomas King’s 
Stu * Joke ong erene, Sees,” Timber Merchant. 

White, ee = Edward Winter, P st, ee 1 ct 
a , ah Ae one pl, Totten ham rd, 
RECEIVING 
Amos, Henry, » Bristol, Refrealiment Howes: Keeper. Bristol. 
May 14 at 11 
turers. 
Tinooln’a i fiel 


ee he Goal it Heath, Gi rocer. 
Ord May & mm May 25 of 13 at Guildhall, Bristol. Pet May 8 
Mays me Bet ham, Ironmonger.’ Nottingham. Pet May 2. Ord 


a, New drntes, Lincolnshire, Glass Dealer. Boston. Pet May 1. 


Cow! 7 VR Arnold, Watney st, Commercial rd Provisi pant 
Court. Pet May 2. Or May 2, Exam May & of 11 at i Pidoks's 


Davies, Thomas, LI armarthenshire, 
‘lay 3 pn Ori i May, ens Clerk ip oly Orders. Pembroke 


Exam May 2% 
Arthur, me, Nothin ham, Fish Salesthan.” ingham. Pet May 1. Ord 
May1. Exam 
re ae rae Wiltshire, Mason. Bath. Pet May 2 2. Ord May 2. 


Harrie, a secret PPS Exeter. Pet ue 1. a May1. Exam ip 15 
ard, pi ishopsnympton, Deyon a 
2. May 2%. Exam May 16-nf 10 at Bria 
Hed Wiliam Me’ Swansea, Corifect Brlicob Har Pet May 2. i 


Howes, William ius, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Lookin Tat oe Chipours tor , 
Pet May 3. Ord May 3. Exam duhe-13 at 11 at 34, 'L fur’s inn 


ey Exam Ms Mey Woke wy Stonswpasey Gbelenbap. Pet May t. 
Court. agg fag pe Exam JOP OE TT a at 5, pho fBboutrs tam 
wiley 6 Bi mow Rina Somersetshire, Tailor. Yeovil. Pet Moy a Ord 


Sw okinghom, Berke Berkshire, Can iin APE: Bet May3. Ord May 
rin, Legnard Froderick, Shot Shemeld, Coal Miner. Sheffield. Bet May 2 Ord 


ved Say 5 Haan dey Soe Tay Be oscupetion. Greenwich: Pet May & 


Teen Sty Boe ee Victualler. Bangor. Pet May 3 Qrq May 
tg Walworth a, rs ropri © Pet 

May's: Or Ord May 2. ie. Past 

Bet Ape 3 Ord Bay 4.” Baa peta " i. a 

oi, esa My Cnteh,Hiamnena ‘Canterbury. Pet Mar 1 anv 
oe 3 Oreizs, Fe. carvan dLaMs, BPs Bi % 
Fatty Andere Widow. Fi Salisbury. Pet Apr 18. "Qt Mar 1 
ee Exam Fairfield. nz Liverpool, Wine Mepchant. Liverpool 
ii (ae aa ape ay Het Manufacturer. 
ey ristol, Manntacturer. “Bristol: 7 gt Apr 21. Ord May 1. 
ioe ae Boot Denter™ May iat |- Oct Resstver, Fishes 





penthouse Keener. May 14 af 2 Oilcial Re 
s, Licensed Victualler. May 4% gt 42. Official 
nas ie 26 oF May 2 af tt. Bankrupt 
heney, N onshire » Farmer. May 46 ab HL 
Feed Factor. May 19 at 2. Bankruptcy pidgs, Portugal 
Davis = ale, Monmouthshire, Taflor. May 1 14 ot 42 Ocal 
















Davies, Thomas, ve ‘Carmarthenshire, Clerk in Holy Orie May gE . 
% cial Reoat 4 
e a, Treo 3 . ats rid 





i snigpeite pails Ai Goose Max et 
Boge ae ae S Licensed Victnaler. May 22 of 11. High Rati, 
Kibble, rge William, ‘Cheltenham, Stonemason. May 13 at 11. Plough Hotel, 
Zomgph, SeMeld, Greengrass, Max iat 3: Ola} Receiver, Biatse 
Joseph, Bradtord, Stack Broker, May 2 aj}. Lay Institute, Pleaadillp 
Peters ds Isaac, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler. May 16 at 1.30. Queen’s Head 
n, Cheltenham, Loggipg-hause Keeper. May {at 1. Ploys 


oo ae sta , Mazina Store Deler. May i698 12 Alle 












Pear é; Grocer. May 14at 12. Tans of Court Hate, 
nee oe » Wi oil, nr neded Widow. May 15 at init Official Receiver, 
te) yerp ol, ee , Wipe Merchant. 


 Livetpooh Pratt Broker. Hts Ome 

Wee hint Pewsey, , Wahi Dutoher. May 138 at 8. The Castle and 

y Manufacturer. May 14a 3. Official Receiver, Bani 

Wittens, i Grocer. May 16 at 12.30. County Court Office, 
are, 








ud Green rd, Cheesemonger. May 20 at 12. Bankruptcy 


Lincoln’s inn 
‘ord rd, © bury New War feiss Dealer May i 


ee manson, Toseph, Horect bldgs, Portugal 8 Linboln’s ins 


ApDIUpycarions. 
i, Richard Henry, Leeds, Book Canvasser. Leeds. Pet April 80. Ord 


i rattne 
Amon, § Meury, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper. Bristol. Pet April 22. Ord 
Barrett, ie May fn , Northamptonshire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet 
Load Worce Licensed Victualler. Old 
i, ape stershire, bury. 
mi cp gett Sleaford, Lincolushire, Glass Dealer. Boston. Pet May 1. 
r 
Dering i Retchell, Hull, Seed Crusher, Kingston upon Hull. Pet April 
16.» Ord May 4 upon Hull, Licensed Victualler. Kingston upon Hull, 
nge Charles Alfred pl, Chenies st, Bedford sq, Victualler. High 
= ae ombe rer} eton, Gloucestershire, Licensed Victualler. 
"Ged Megke Pontypridd. Pet April 23. Org * 
PE er Treorky, nr Pontypridd, Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet April 20. 
Field, 1 Harry, B ham, Gent. Birmingham. Pet Aprili. Ord May 
Fluke, G eorge, Trow ridge, ye Genire, ea pie: et May 2. Ord Ma 
Fond, spews I Dever, ares Norfolk, Lee 
rs. cewich. ag 
sy ae Trehafod, nr a Apa ee Pontypridd. Pet April 2. 
Hughes, Baward, lwchaiarn, Montgomeryshire, Groser. Newtown. Pet 
Jackson, John Tse, Hinchley, Leicestershire, Jeweller. Leicester. Pet Mar 


0. Ord May2 
Jones, een Beqeley, Statfordshire, Timber Dealer. Dudley. Bob Apr 2- 


Alfred, Carnarvon, T: P . Ord Apr 30 

“ia rick Sasa aR cee, Bags 
Wilt Gh Tetbury 3 rd, Bayswater, Pork Butcher. High Court. 

Pana. Sek kane, eae mato, Est PMA og 
vt | acer John, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Worcester. Pet Apr17. Ord 
‘get 99 Barnstaple, Carriage Builder. Barnstaple. Pet April 16. 
Pet 

poke pel Dndainaton, Borthamptonabise, Remies- Peterborough. 


0, 


Thorton, J Jongh Rudolph, » Fairfield, py Fivegpool, Wine Merchant. Liverpool. 
ello, Hobert, Hovelon St John, Nottolk, Parmer. Norwich. Pet April 2 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for thet published in the London 
Ford Agel ne Srey Kings. Bet epeh 














May 1, 884 
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re May 10, 1884 ; 


pe i hd 


B 
Fawthro| 
SoLIcrrors 





v. 
‘ord v. 


OBITUARY «cessecesee 
LEGAL ‘APPOINTMENTS 


COMPANIES 
Loypon GAZETTES, a Ra seteceee 503 


—_—, = 


eg ear ee —e 
Warex.x Podge Baber yment in advance includ s 


| ieee 


seecedepsrasesece 497 
. . eae 


vy. Stoc’ 
CASES ...+.6- eereseseses 


seegseseeerres 


isher. 





the B Béitar 
cations. 


tec tage 


Where difficulty is experienced in meant the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 


can have their Volumes 


meet meat Be 


OTICES TO td for publicatio. 
e) the ~ 4 peel JouRNAL must be authenticated the name ani address of 








, 
s0HWEITZER Ss COCOATINA, 
“py Cocoa or ee | Powder, 
aeemneed Pure Soluble Cocoa = 
with the excess of fat 

The Faculty pronounce it “ re most nutritious, oe. 
fectly yy e bev for Breakf: Li 

inyaluable for Invalids and 
npn eh by the entire Medical Press. 

Being wi shy com sugar, spice, or other it snits 
all ap gt pel all climates, and fs four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
bea starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER such 


iii ptentenevusty with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La Vanitiz is the . aos delicate, digestible, 


Chocolate, and be taken when 
richer gpoeriate a Prt bited. 
In tins at 1s. 64., » by Chemists and 
Charities on 8 


ceeeene. 
al Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Scxw uitzzx & Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, london, Ww. 


pe vOWSON. N.—Wanted, to Purchase, not 


Spe in a Home County, 
or South roots my fot NA, Care 
i & Turner, Solicitors 1 101, |-street, 


VERSITIES, Oivil Service, Legal, and 
pom tee liminary, and pm — 7 


pe on and Public oy ok of = Bel 4 p- om Vere experi 
al a elgg his College.—Rev. w- 
LANDSON, » Great Braxted Rectory, Witham, 
ROFITABLE EM PLOYMENT of 

li 
BENDICATE, with limited lability, to. y acquire £3 


yest, which may be conaldornby increased pital in 
D ‘wor cay 

on. “The demand for the article is is untimited. 

trade terms are cash in a month. =e price is 

from one-fifth to — lower than any similar 

production. repared to eubocibe £100 

and upwards ed with full particulars, 

ven for the closest scrutiny 

estminster- 


. ion, 4, Wi 
ctoria-street, S.W 


ERTS.—To be Let, Furnished, from June 
wn, and the end of tember, one hour from 
Pepe g pasin ling station, a fine old-fashioned 

OREM DENCE E, 8 tanding 


its 
sce Jodges.—Sor sa ool 
cre ue street, Wa £f 
0 ao oOk BROKERS, MEROHANTS, 


LICITORS, and Others. —To be Let, several 
‘ony eke Suites of Offices on the Ground and First 




















0 SOLICITORS ai Others. oa Pes 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lo hambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 


msdale CO} 
{opposite the New Law Courts) — A —Apply to Messrs. 
* @o., Qhartered Accountants, on the 


0 LET. —Two = ious Offices connect- 


, Suitable f doticite in. thi t 
ie, on ne Bogond Bloc: Floor ‘treo 2h Fane 
Pasnaas & 


eapside, Ci 4 #8 
Qs = — Fo 











Solicitor, Seo “Wery 





OFHE 2 to — 
itrequiredG Peo 


read, W.O. 


| deat 


am P ’ 


=— oo se 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS, 


x SPRCIAL APPOINTMENT, 


mt et ces 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’ 
wig iEITORS Gown 
sy rl Sa Clerks, 


caBPonaTiN roe <All. AL & GLERBY GOWNS 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


ROxAL COURTS of JUSTION. — Canse 
’ Chambérs Summons Lists, 
printed cial 


pean te ket ies om tely 
or by subscription at Room 9, Temple Bar entrance. 


AW ASSOOIATION N (Instituted 1817).— 
For ihe i ‘etre is wea Vi Wid can. Families of 


the Whole of the 


of London &c. 


COUNSEL ws BARRISTER. 








Statemen 
; to and Seatenen for ra ke 


2 Three o’clock precisely. 
R. n 
Devereux-buildings, Dovesour-00 Temple, wWe., 


A Na COMMEROIAL UNION ASSUR- 
ANS COMPANY. a beatae ber vie 
Dero sees. 600,000 
},000 
+ v4 
oe woNbat UPWARDS OF TWO 
Sunt anit ingen tena 


20, RNHILL, LonBon Be E.C. 
Waor Bus Or : qe: 8 PALL MALLY LONDON, S.W. 


UNION wane and LIFE INS oU- 
Chief Office 

a LANE LONDON, we. * 

The Funds in hand and Ca; Subscribed amount to 

‘upwards of £1,700,000 sterling. 


Chairman—JamMEs CUDDON, , Barrister-at-Law, 
Mage prmais. Lee & 


PetBemiertona) 8 iN, Esq. 
embertons Boliciton ae 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Bisons ineien attention to the New Form of 
Lint Poles which aoe all conditi 
Policies of Insurance Wy oe 
gency of Issue at modera’ 
The Com: 








ons. 
Lond contin- 
pany ADVANCES hee! on Mort of 
Life ~~ a and Reversions, whether a) 
con’ 


The 
vendor the Png 
riod, whether the tenant for lite be iiving 0 
Ps of the Directors’ 
Ann Balance and every inf on, sent 
post-free on application to 


FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 
(QUBRICAL, MEDICAL, snd GENERAL 
19 adem Boban, LomDos, BW. 

ss see 


a 
pe. 1824, for the assurance of ealthy and 
Payee ET imerel conditions of assurance (see new 





C.D. 





B, NEWBATT, Actuary and Secretary. 


WB Hie ge Sepmaieine iors te Saito 





INDIA THREE PER GEBT. STOCK. 
ISSUE QF £3,000,000. 
MINIMUM PRIOR Cee ISSUE, £93 103. PER 


Inpra Opvecs, sth Penn pe 
‘that he ¥ 2 willbe prepared f0 rece! Teocive atte cate Bank 
hme 
Ln the 16th May instan 


The 
notice 


that 


hae 





day, upon 

Seer tan Stock will be af the Bank of 
pe'pade, A 7a saree 
The same 
See Shi ae 
on | av are given te i Seas at Console gu nde Pout 


of such 
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FIFTY-FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND } 


MAY 6&8rn, 1884. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £12,037,500. 
CAPITAL—Paid, £2,160,000; Uncalled, £1,852,500; Reserve Liability, £8,025,000; Total, £12,037,500, 
RESERVE FUND, £1,381,250. NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS, 7,082. 





DIRECTORS. 
| 


THE MOST HON. THE MARQUESS OF AILESBURY. HENRY PAULL, Esq. 


CHARLES BARCLAY, Esq. | JOHN STEWART, Esq. 
GEORGE HANBURY FIELD, Esq. SIR JAMES SIBBALD DAVID SCOTT, Bart. 
JOHN OLIVER HANSON, Esq. RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esq. 


DUNCAN MACDONALD, Esq. ROBERT WIGRAM, at, 
GEORGE FORBES MALCOLMSON, Esq. | HON. ELIOT THOMAS YORKE. 
JOINT GENERAL MANAGERS. 
THOMAS GEORGE ROBINSON anp FREDERICK CHURCHWARD. 
SOLICITORS. 
ERNEST JAMES WILDE, Esq. WALTER EDWARD MOORE, Esq. 
RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esq., mm tae Cuarm. 


The Directors have the pleasure to report that, after making ample provision for all bad and doubtful debts and for rebate of 

pring of bills current at 31st December last, the profits for the year 1883 (including £52,073 10s. 7d. brought forward) amount to 
487,789 14s. 11d. 

The Directors have transferred £15,000 to the Reserve Fund, and recommend the payment, in July next, of a bonus of 7 per 
cent. (free of Income Tax), making with the dividends and bonus already paid 20 per cent. for the year, and leaving £40,789 14s. 11d. 
to be carried to the profits of 1884. 

The Reserve Fund, which now amounts to £1,381,250 (wholly invested in Government Funds), has been increased by 
£48,750 during the year. 

The following Directors retire by rotation, all of whom, being eligible, offer themselves for re-election—viz., the Hon. Exior 
Taomas Yorker, Esq.; Roserr Wicram, Esq.; Cuartes Barctay, Esq. 

In conformity with the Act of Parliament, the Shareholders are required to elect the Auditors and fix their remuneration. Mr. 
Edwin Waterhouse (of Messrs, Price, Waterhouse, & Co.), and Mr. Roderick Mackay (of Messrs. R. Mackay & Co.), the retiring 
Auditors, offer themselves for re-election. 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND (LIMITED). 





























Dr. LIABILITIES. 31st December, 1883. ASSETS. Cr. 
To Par-vr Carirat :— £ s. d. By Casu :— F s. a 
40,000 Shares of £75 each, £10 10s. paid ... Sow 420,000 0 0 At Bank of England and at Head Office and 
133,750 ,, £60 ,, £12 » wee: 605,000 0 0 Branches ke thersin lite le aed 
16,875 _—i,, £60 , £8 ie?! Seed on 135,000 0 0 », Call and Short Notice ... ae “as .» 8,801,845 14 1 
2,160,000 0 0 6,319,441 16 7 
»» RESERVE Fund :— £ s. d. », LNVESTMENTS !— £ s. d. 
At 31st December, 1882 -- 1,332,500 0 0 English Government Securities 6,096,985 7 3 
Premiums on New Shares re- Indian Government and other 
ceived during year 1883... 33,750 0 0 Securities, Railway Deben- 
Added from Profits, 1883 __.., 15,000 0 0 tures, &. .... ecb -. 98,414,168 2 1 
_—— 1,381,250 0 0 —_—_——_ 9,511,153 9 4 
», Amount due by Bank on Deposits, &c. ... ee 32,230,975 17 5 »» Bills Discounted, Loans, &c. oe vai .» 19,708,553 11 9 
” tances ... den ist ods Gos &e 370,831 7 9 », Securities against Acceptances, per Contra... 370,831 7 9 
ye Prorrr anp Loss Account :— », Banking Premises in London and Country .... 619,466 14 8 
Balance from year 1882... 52,073 10 7 
Net Profits for year 1883 ... 435,716 4 4 
487,789 14 11 
Less Dividend paid 
July, 1883 .... 86,400 0 0 
Transferred to Reserve 
Fond... .-- 15,000 0 O 
101,400 0 0 
a 886,389 14 11 
£36,529,447 0 1 £36,529,447 0 1 
pvAED B. WADE, 
5 CDONALD, Directors. T. G. ROBINSON, > 
ROBT. WIGRAM, F. CHURCHWARD, Joint General Managers. 


We beg to report that we have ascertained the correctness of the Cash Balances, and of the Money at call and Short Notice as 
entered in the above Balance Sheet, and have inspected the securities representing the investments of the Bank, and found them im 
order. We have also examined the Balance Sheet in detail with the books at the Head Office and with the certified returns from each 
Branch, and in our opinion such Balance Sheet is properly drawn up so as to exhibit a true and correct view of the state of the Bank’s 


affairs as shown by such books and returns. 
EDWIN WATERHOUSE, pa. 
ROD. MACKAY, eee 


At the Annual Meeting the Report was unanimously adopted, the retiring Directors and Auditors were re-elected, and the 
thanks of the Proprietors voted to the Directors, General Managers, Branch Managers, and other officers of the Company, and to the 
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